
CITY OF BEAVERTON COUNCIL AGENDA 

FINAL AGENDA 

FORREST C. SOTH CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER 
4755 SW GRlFFlTH DRIVE 
BEAVERTON, OR 97005 

REGULAR MEETING 
JUNE 12,2006 
6:30 P.M. 

CALL TO ORDER: 

ROLL CALL: 

PROCLAMATIONS: 

Flag Day: June 14,2006 

PRESENTATIONS: 

06094 Metro Participation in Purchase of Westgate Theater 

06095 Presentation of Shields and Swearing In of Seven Officers to the 
Beaverton Police Department 

VISITOR COMMENT PERIOD: 

COUNCIL ITEMS: 

STAFF ITEMS: 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

06096 Liquor Licenses: New Outlet - Sambi 

06097 Approve Application and Adopt Resolution of Support for Metro 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program Project Proposals 
(Resolution No. 3860) 

06098 Compensation Changes 

06099 Authorize Intergovernmental Agreement with Metro to Collect and Remit 
the Metro Construction Excise Tax and Retain an Administrative Fee 

061 00 Development Services Fee Schedule Amendment (Resolution No. 3861) 



06101 A Resolution Approving Transfer of Appropriation Within the Building 
Fund to Provide Contracted Plan Review Services (Resolution No. 3862) 

06102 Authorize Intergovernmental Agreement with Washington County 
Cooperative Library Services Regarding the Provision of Telephone 
Reference Service 

Contract Review Board: 

06103 Contract Renewal Between Unlimited Choices, Inc., and the City of 
Beaverton for the Adapt-a-Home Program 

06104 Contract Renewal for Intergovernmental Agreement Between the 
Portland Development Commission (PDC) and the City of Beaverton for 
the Management of the Citywide Housing Rehabilitation Program 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

06105 Appeal of TA 2004-0012 (TC-MU Commercial Use Restriction 
Amendment) 

06106 Public Hearing on Biggi Investment Partnership Measure 37 Claim 
(Continued from May 15, 2006 Meeting) 

061 07 Capital Improvements Plan for Fiscal Years 2006107 through 2009110 for 
Transportation, Water, Sewer and Storm Drain Projects 

ORDINANCES: 

Second Reading: 

06093 An Ordinance Relating to the Building Code Amending Beaverton Code 
Section 8.02.01 5(a) (Ordinance No. 4393) 

EXECUTIVE SESSION: 

In accordance with ORS 192.660 (2) (h) to discuss the legal rights and duties of the 
governing body with regard to litigation or litigation likely to be filed and in accordance 
with ORS 192.660 (2) (e) to deliberate with persons designated by the governing body to 
negotiate real property transactions and in accordance with ORS 192.660 (2) (d) to 
conduct deliberations with the persons designated by the governing body to carry on 
labor negotiations. Pursuant to ORS 192.660 (3), it is Council's wish that the items 
discussed be disclosed by media representatives or others. 

ADJOURNMENT 

This information is available in large print or audio tape upon request. In addition, 
assistive listening devices, sign language interpreters, or qualified bilingual interpreters 
will be made available at any public meeting or program with 72 hours advance notice. 
To request these services, please call 503-526-2222lvoice TDD. 



PROCLAMATION 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

CITY OF BEA VERTON 

WHEREAS, by Act of Congress of the United States dated June 14, 1777; the first 
official Flag of the United States was adopted; and 

WHEREAS, by Act of Congress dated August 3, 1949, June 14 '~  of each year was 
designated "National Flag Day"; and 

WHEREAS, the Congress has requested the President to issue annually a 
proclamation designating the week in which June 14 '~  occurs as "National 
Flag Week; and 

WHEREAS, on December 8, 1982, the National Flag Day Foundation was chartered to 
conduct educational programs and to encourage all Americans to Pause 
for the Pledge of Allegiance on Flay Day, June 14'~; and 

WHEREAS, by Act of Congress, dated June 20, 1985, Public Law 99-54 was passed to 
have the Pause for the Pledge of Allegiance as part of the celebration of 
National Flag Day throughout the nation; and 

WHEREAS, Flag Day celebrates our nation's symbol of unity, a democracy in a 
republic, and stands for our country's devotion to freedom, to the rule of all, 
and to equal rights for all; 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, ROB DRAKE, MAYOR, of the City of Beaverton, 
do hereby proclaim June 14, 2006, as: 

in the City of Beaverton and urge all citizens to pause wherever they are at 
7:00 p.m. EDT on this date for the annual PAUSE FOR THE PLEDGE OF 
ALLEGIANCE to the Flag and join all Americans in reciting the Pledge of 
Allegiance to our Flag and Nation. 

Mayor 



AGENDA BlLL 
Beaverton City Council 

Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Metro Partlclpation in Purchase of Westgate FOR AGENDA OF: 06/12/06 BILL NO: 06094 

Theater 
Mayor's Approval: 

n 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: Mayor's O f i i c e l W  

DATE SUBMITTED: 

PROCEEDING: Presentation EXHIBITS: None 

BUDGET IMPACT 
I EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
) REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
On November 7, 2005, Council gave authorization to fund escrow for the purchase of the Westgate 
Theater site and adopted a Specific Purpose Grant Budoet Adiustment and Transfer Resolution that 
provided the $4,900,000 appropriation for the purchase. 

On December 12, 2005, Council authorized the Mayor to enter into an intergovernmental agreement with 
Metro for development of the Westgate property. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Metro Councilor Carl Hosticka will present the City with a check for $2,000,000 - Metro's share of the 
purchase price for the Westgate Theater property. Metro's portion of the purchase was received through 
grant funding from the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program; these grant funds were 
released to Metro in May, 2006. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Listen to the presentation. 

Agenda Bill No: 06094 



AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Presentation of Shields and Swearing In of FOR AGENDA OF: 06/12/06 BlLL NO: 06095 

Seven Officers to the Beaverton Police 
Department 

MAYOR'S APPROVAL: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: 

DATE SUBMITTED: 06/01/06 

PRESENTATION: Presentation EXHIBITS: 

BUDGET IMPACT 
- -- 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $ 0  BUDGETED $ 0  REQUIRED $ 0  

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
The Beaverton Police Department is in the process of filling seven officer positions that are vacant as a 
result of attrition. As part of the hiring process, these individuals are sworn in before the City Council 
during a brief ceremony. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
The department is pleased to swear in Derek Bell, Justin Haugen, Benjamin Howard, Rob Jolie, Jered 
Lutu, Frank Pohle, and Marcus Stanton. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
City Council offer their support to the new officers through a presentation made during the City Council 
meeting. 

Agenda Bill No: 060g5 



AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: LIQUOR LICENSES FOR AGENDA OF: 06/12/06 BILL NO: 06096 

NEW OUTLET 
Sarnbi MAYOR'S APPROVAL: 
9230 SW Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway 
Beaverton, OR DEPARTMENT OF ORlG 

DATE SUBMITTED: 05130106 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda EXHIBITS: None 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $ 0  BUDGETED $ 0  REQUIRED $ 0  

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Background investigations have been completed and the Chief of Police finds that the applicants have 
met the standards and criteria as set forth in B.C. 5.02.240. The City has published in a newspaper of 
general circulation a notice specifying the liquor license applications. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Sambi, LLC. is opening a new establishment and has made application for a Limited On-Premises 
Sales License under the trade name of Sambi. The establishment will serve Japanese food. It will 
operate Monday through Saturday, from 11:OO a.m. to 9:00 p.m. There will be no entertainment 
offered. A Limited On-Premises Sales license allows the sale of malt beverages, wine, and cider for 
consumption at the licensed business, and the sale of kegs of malt beverages to go. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
The Chief of Police for the City of Beaverton recommends City Council approval of the OLCC license 
applications. 

Agenda Bill No: O6O96 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Approve Applicat~on and Adopt Resolution FOR AGENDA OF: .- 
of Support for Metro Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program Mayor's Approval: 
Project Proposals 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: Engineerin 

DATE SUBMITTED: 06-06-06 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
City Attorney 

PROCEEDING: Consent EXHIBITS: Resolution 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Metro is soliciting applications for funding under its Metropolitan Transportation lmprovement 
Program (MTIP). Nominated projects must contribute toward implementation of Metro's land 
use plan and the corresponding Regional Transportation Plan. Successful projects will be 
included in the MTIP, which is submitted to the State for funding through the State 
Transportation lmprovement Program (STIP). Funding is available for years 2010-201 1 from the 
federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU). Federal funds require local matches. 

Metro Council adopted criteria for choosing projects for this MTlP that strengthens the efforts to 
link transportation expenditures to implementing Metro's priority land uses: Regional and Town 
Centers and industrial areas. Only projects within or near Regional Centers and Town Centers 
are eligible for an 89.73 percent federal share. Other projects require a larger local match. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
In responding to the refined criteria of this MTlP process, it is important to consider projects that 
will rank highly under the selection criteria established by Metro. After comparing potential 
projects with the selection criteria, staff identified the following projects that rank highly, were 
supported by the City in previous application cycles, and received MTlP funding for the 
Preliminary Engineering phase. 

> ORE 10 Farmington Road: Murray Boulevard to Hocken Avenue Phase 1: 
pedestrian, bicycle, safety, and intersection improvements at Murray Boulevard 
Right of Way and Construction: federal request: $4,284,000 (2010 dollars); 
minimum City match at 10.27 percent is $490,000. [Note that Phase I includes 
the intersection of Farmington Road and Murray Boulevard plus the intersection 
approaches.] 

P Rose Biggi Avenue: Crescent Street to Hall Boulevard "Boulevard" Design 
Project. Right of Way and Construction: federal request: $5,387,000 (2010 
dollars); minimum City match at 10.27 percent is $617,000. 

Agenda Bill No: 060g7 



Metro set a dollar cap for each county so that the total projects submitted would not exceed 200 
percent of anticipated Federal funds, meaning that roughly half of the applications will ultimately 
receive approval for funding. The application cap for the jurisdictions of Washington County 
was set at $27.3 million. To comply with the Metro cap, proposed applications from the various 
jurisdictions in Washington County were coordinated through the Washington County 
Coordinating Committee (WCCC). The projects above were submitted to WCCC for approval 
as a submittal for the Washington County jurisdictions. To stay within the cap, Beaverton's 
applications are limited to right of way only for Rose Biggi Avenue. The Farmington Road 
application includes both right of way and construction. 

Applications are due to Metro on June 30, 2006, with a resolution of support. Should the 
application be successful, City funds will be included in the 200912010 or subsequent year 
budgets for Council consideration. Successful projects will be funded through a combination of 
the City's Traffic Impact Fee Fund, Street Fund, and other City resources that may be available 
at the time. For details about Metro's MTlP project selection, go to: http://www.metro- 
region.orqlarticle cfm?articleid=3814 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
1. Council approve the applications for Metro's Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 

Program and direct staff to submit the applications to Metro. 
2. Council adopt the resolution informing Metro that the proposed projects have strong support 

from the City Council. 

Agenda Bill No: 06097 



RESOLUTION NO. 2 6 0  

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING ClTY OF 
BEAVERTON APPLICATION FOR METRO'S 

MTlPlSTlP UPDATE 

WHEREAS, Metro is updating its Metropolitan Transportation lmprovement Program (MTIP), 
which is submitted to the Oregon Transportation Commission for funding through the State 
Transportation lmprovement Program (STIP); and 

WHEREAS, Metro has solicited applications for $45.4 million of regional flexible funds for new 
projects through its Transportation Priorities 2008-201 1 process; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Beaverton's adopted Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element 
provided recommended projects to improve the City's multLmodal transportation system; and 

WHEREAS, after comparing the City's recommended projects from the Transportation Element 
and Metro's oroiect criteria under the MTIP oroaram. Citv staff identified the following potential proiects . - . . 
that continue torespond to the funding criteria, were previously supported by the City, and were funded for 
Preliminary Engineering through a previous MTIP 

> Rose Biggi Avenue: Crescent Street to Hall Boulevard "Boulevard Design Project. Right of 
Way and Construction: federal request: $5,387,000 (2010 dollars); minimum City match at 
10.27 percent is $617,000. 

> ORE 10 Farmington Road: Murray Boulevard to Hocken Avenue Phase 1: pedestrian, 
bicycle, safety, and intersection improvements at Murray Boulevard Right of Way and 
Construction: federal request: $4,284,000 (2010 dollars); minimum City match at 10.27 
percent is $490,000. 

WHEREAS, City staff prepared the above named project applications for submission to Metro; and 

WHEREAS, Metro requests a resolution of endorsement for proposed projects from the 
governing body of all agencies sponsoring candidate projects; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ClTY COUEIL OF THE ClTY OF BEAVERTON, OREGON: 

The Council hereby strongly supports the City of Beaverton's Transportation Priorities 2008-201 1 
project applications for potential funding through the MTIPISTIP orocess and directs staff to submit 
them to Metro by June 30, 2006, for potential f;nding through the' MTIPISTIP process. 

ADOPTED by the Council this day of ,2006 

APPROVED by the Mayor this day of ,2006. 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

SUE NELSON, CITY RECORDER ROB DRAKE, MAYOR 

RESOLUTION NO. 3860 - Page 1 
Agenda B i l l  No. 06097 



AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Compensation Changes 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda 

FOR AGENDA OF: 06-12-06 BlLL NO: 06098 

Mayor's Approval: 
n 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: & 
DATE SUBMITTED: A 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
Community 
Development 

EXHIBITS: Exhibit I - Market Factor ~ndlysis 
Policy 
Exhibit II -Market Factor Analysis 
Data 
Exhib~t 111 -Web Analyst Market 
Data 
Exhibit IV - Web Manager Market 
Data 
Exhibit V - Public Works Director 
Market Data 
Exhibit VI -Senior Field lnspector 
Market Data 
Exhibit VII -Senior Plans Examiner 
Market Data 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $432,986 BUDGETED $355,824* REQUIRED $77,162 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 

Manaqement Fiscal Increase 
Historically, Council has approved a fiscal increase for management employees that equaled the 
adjustment given to employees in the bargaining unit which represents the general employee unit (i.e., 
in 2006, Service Employees International Unionloregon Public Employees Union (SEIUIOPEU). 

Market Factors 
The City's compensation philosophy is to maintain a payline that places most classifications between 
the 5oth and 75Ih percentiles in the labor market. The labor market is defined as the City's established 
comparables plus other public sector organizations along the 1-5 corridor in the greater 
PortlandNancouver area. 

In 2000, Council approved a Market Factor Analysis Policy and market factors for the following 
classifications: Plans Examiner I, Plans Examiner II, Building Inspector. Electrical Inspector, Plumbing 
Inspector, Electrical lnspector Lead and Plumbing lnspector Lead. Per SEIUIOPEU contract and the 
market factor policy, staff is required to review market data for these classifications annually to 
determine whether the market factor remains applicable. In 2003, Council approved including the GIs 
Specialist, Computer Service Technician and Computer Service Technician Lead in the list of 
classifications eligible for market factor consideration. 

Agenda Bill No: 06098 



New Classifications 
In the budget process, the Mayor's Office requested the creation of a new Web Analyst classification to . ~ 

meet internal operations requirements and external customer service needs. 

The decision to merge Engineering with the Operations Department, creating a new group called Public 
Works, will facilitate a seamless and efficient working relationship between the two business 
entities. The functions of construction services, engineering services, general maintenance activities 
and the water resourceslwastewater management and services will be under one umbrella. The titles 
of Engineering Director and Operations and Maintenance Director will be retired and replaced with the 
title Public Works Director. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

Manaqement Fiscal Increase 
The SEIU/OPEU contract stipulates that employees in that bargaining unit will receive an adjustment 
equal to the January 2006 US CPI-W with a minimum of 2% and a maximum of 3%. For fiscal year 
2006-7, the fiscal increase for SEIUIOPEU represented employees will be 3%. The estimated cost to 
provide a 3% fiscal increase to management employees for fiscal year 2006-07 is approximately 
$342,450 including salaries and fringes. This amount was included in the fiscal year 2006-07 budget. 

Fiscal Year 2004-05 Market Factors 
Staff reviewed the market data for eliaible classifications and found that the current market factors are 
currently low for most of the classifications. The GIs Specialist was the only classification where the 
current market factor is still appropriate. Market data indicates that the Computer Service Technician 
market factor adjustment is no longer appropriate and requires an increase. Since the policy stipulates 
that we will maintain a 7.5% differential between leadslsupe~visors and their staff, the Computer 
Service Technician Lead is also eligible to receive an increase in order to maintain that differential. 

The estimated cost of increasing the market factors for these two classifications in fiscal year 2006-07 
including salaries and fringe benefits is $1.346. 

The Electrical Inspector, Plumbing Inspector, Building Inspector, Plans Examiner 1, and Plans 
Examiner 2 classifications also fall below either the market average or the 5oth percentile and require 
an adjustment to the market factor rate. 

The competition for skilled lnspectors and Plans Examiners is currently very high. Many organizations 
have recently increased or are currently reviewing their compensation for these positions. As a result, 
the City risks losing good employees even if we increase their compensation to the 5oth percentile per 
the market factor policy. Staff proposes raising the lnspector and Plans Examiner compensation closer 
to the 751h percentile by reallocating each classification's salary grade up one level. The Plans 
Examiner 1 will be reallocated from 0801 to 09. The Plans Examiner 2 will be reallocated from 1002 to 
grade 11. The Building lnspector would move from a grade 0901 to a grade 10 and the Plumbing and 
Electrical lnspectors would move from a grade 0902 to a grade 10. Finally, the Lead Plumbing and 
Electrical lnspectors would move from a grade 1001 to a grade 11. This results in pay closer to the 
75Th percentile as well as eliminate yearly market factor adjustments. 

The estimated cost of reallocating the salary range for these classifications in fiscal year 2006-07 
including salaries and fringe benefits is $48,657. 

While looking at the lnspector and Plans Examiner classifications, Human Resources staff also took the 
opportunity to examine the market data for the Senior Plans Examiner and the Senior Field Inspector. 
Market data shows that the City has fallen below the 5oth percentile for these two classifications as well. 
For this reason, Human Resources staff recommend that these two classifications be reallocated to 
salary grade 13. The cost for this reallocation including salaries and fringe benefits totals $14,060. 

Agenda Bill NO: 06098 2 



New classifications 
The Mayor's Office requested the creation of a new classification in the budget to assist in the 
development and maintenance of the City's internal and external websites. since 2000 web services 
have increased from one website and one web server to seven websites and associated servers and 
the City projects this number to grow to 20 websites by 2009. Human Resources staff conducted a 
market study and internal point factor evaluation for the new classification titled Web Analyst. The 
results of that evaluation place the classification in salary range 11. Furthermore, as the duties of the 
Web Manager have increased with the additional websites, the new position will also add a supervisory 
element to the classification. The internal point factor system and market data justify a reallocation 
from salary grade 12 to salary grade 13. 

The new Web Analyst position was budgeted in the 06-07 budget as a salary grade 10. The increase 
in cost to raise it to a salary grade 11, including salaries and fringe benefits, is $6,069. The salary and 
fringe benefit cost for the Web Manager upgrade is $7,030. 

The Mayor requested the creation of the new Public Works Director classification. Human Resources 
staff conducted a market study for the new classification titled Public Works Director. Based on the 
analysis of the position, the City recommends this classification be placed in salary range 24. The 
salary and fringe benefit cost for the Public Works Director classification is $13,374, however, this 
increase is offset by the elimination of the Engineering Director classification. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Council approve the following, effective July 1, 2006: 
1. The 3% fiscal adjustment for management employees; 
2. Continue market factor ranges including the 3% fiscal year adjustment for the GIs Specialist 

classifications; 
3. Reallocate the salary grade for the classifications as listed below. All dollar amounts are prior to the 

3% fiscal adjustment. 
.:a Plans Examiner 1 to salary grade 9 with a top step of $26.23; .:. Building lnspector to salary grade 10 with a top step of $28.20; .:. Plumbing lnspector to salary grade 10 with a top step of $28.20; +:. Electrical lnspector to salary grade 10 with a top step of $28.20; 
4. Plans Examiner 2 to salary grade 11 with a top step of $30.35; 
a:. Plumbing lnspector Lead to salary grade 11 with a top step of $30.35; .:+ Electrical lnspector Lead to salary grade 11 with a top step of $30.35; 

4. Revise market factors and adjustments as listed below. All dollar amounts are prior to the 3% fiscal 
adjustment. 
*:. Computer Service Technician to bring the salary range to a maximum step of $25.56; 
a:+ Computer Service Technician Lead to bring the salary range to a maximum step of $27.49; 

5. Establish the exempt Web Analyst classification at salary range 11; 
6. Reallocate the Web Manager classification from a salary grade 12 to salary grade 13; 
7. Establish the exempt Public Works Director classification at salary grade 24; 
8. Reallocate the Senior Plans Examiner and the Senior Field lnspector classifications from salary 

grade 12 to 13; and 
9. Council authorize the Finance Director to include the appropriation for the costs of the actions in 

item numbers 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 in the first supplemental budget for fiscal year 2006-07. 

Agenda Bill No: 06098 3 



Exhibit I 

CITY of BEAVERTON 
MARKET FACTOR ANALYSIS POLICY 

Approved by Council June, 2000 

introduction 
In 1998, the City of Beaverton implemented the results of a compensation and classification 
study that established both internal equity between classifications and external equity with our 
labor market. The payline that the City implemented placed most classifications between the 
50" and 75" percentile in the market. That is, in general, the City would pay between the 50" 
and 75" percentile for similar types of classifications. The labor market was defined as the 
City's established comparables plus other public sector organizations along the 1-5 corridor in 
the greater PortlandNancouver area. 

In order to ensure that City compensation remains competitive, Human Resources conducts 
compensation surveys every two or three years to maintain our position vis a vis market rates 
for our classifications. The Human Resources Department conducted a compensation and 
benefits survey in February 2000. The results of that study indicate that most positions continue 
to be between the 5 0 ~  and 75Ih percentile. 

Some classifications fall below the market average rate of pay and/or the 501h percentile using 
the payline approach adopted by the City. This can be the result of a variety of factors. First, 
each organizations has pay practices in which they establish internal equity or salary 
administration practices. Second, some jurisdictions pay certification pay for classifications that 
require certifications or licenses. This, in effect, raises the level of total compensation for these 
classifications. Because of these two factors, the City is paying below the market average 
and/or 5oth percentile for some classifications. This creates a problem with recruiting and 
retention. Additionally, it creates a perception among employees that the City is not willing to 
pay market rates for the knowledge and experience required for the classification. 

Recommendation 
To alleviate this problem staff recommends the City establish a market factor program. This 
would involve an adjustment to classifications that fall below the market average. Additionally, if 
the increase to the average market rate did not bring the City's rate for a classification to the 
50th percentile, the City's rate would be adjusted to the 5oth percentile. 

Once the rate for a classification has been adjusted, the Human Resources Department would 
review the rate of the subject classification in relation to the rates of its lead/supe~isor to ensure 
an appropriate differential between the classifications is maintained. 

Human Resources would conduct an annual compensation study for these classifications to 
verify that the market adjustments continued to be necessary and were at the appropriate rate 
vis a vis the market. 



Procedure for Market Factor Analysis 

Reauests for Market Factor Adjustments 

Request for analysis can come from employees with Department Head approval. 
Human Resources can determine that analysis is appropriate due to factors such as 
difficulty in recruiting, etc. 

Data Collection 

There must be at least seven organizations that have a good match as determined by 
Human Resources. (Factors considered to determine the appropriateness of a match 
include the similarity of duties, sizelscope and organization structure.) 
At least five of these organizations should be on the original list of COB'S comparables. All 
organizations on the list must be on the list used by the City to determine the payline. (See 
attached list.) 

Data Analvsis 
When certification pay is paid by an organization participating in the compensation study, 
the City will determine whether that additional pay should be included in the market factor 
analysis. If included, only certification adjustments that reflect COB requirements will be 
considered. Certifications or licenses held by individual employees will not be used to 
determine market factors. 
If the COB maximum for a classification is below the average of the market, a market factor 
that places the classification maximum at the average market maximum will be 
recommended. If the market average is less than the 5oth percentile, the market factor will 
be adjusted to the 50Ih percentile. 
If a market factor is recommended for a classification, Human Resources will also review the 
impact of the market factor on the classification's leadworker and/or supervisor. The City 
will maintain the current differential or a 7.5% differential, whichever is less, between a 
classification and its leadworker. The City will maintain the current differential or a 10.0% 
differential, whichever is less, between a classification and its supervisor. 

Recommendations and Amroval 
Human Resources will review the market factor recommendation with the Department 
Heads whose classifications are impacted. 
Human Resources will take the market factor recommendation to the Mayor for his approval. 
With the Mayor's approval, Human Resources will take the recommendation to Council for 
approval and the authority to negotiate the market factor with the appropriate bargaining 
group if applicable. 



Exhibit I 

Comparables Used to Develop Market Factor 

City of Albany 
Clackamas County* 
Clark County * 
City of Corvallis 
City of Eugene 
City of Gresham 
City of Hillsboro 
City of Lake Oswego 
City of Medford 
Multnomah County* 
City of Portland* 
City of Salem 
City of Springfield 
City of Tigard 
City of Tualatin* 
City of Vancouver' 
Washington County 
State of Oregon* 

Metro' 
Port of Portland* 
Tri-Met' 
Tualatin Hills Parks and Recreation District* 
Tualatin Valley Fire District* 
Tualatin Valley Water District* 
Unified Sewerage Agency* 

* These jurisdictions are not part of the original list of cornparables. 



Building lnspector 
511 2/06 

Adjusted 
Jurisdiction Job Title Reports To Wages 
City of Springfield Building Inspector II Community Services Supervisor $20.43 
City of Corvallis 
Clark County 
State of Oregon 
City of Salem 
City of Eugene 
City of Vancouver 
City of Tigard 
Washington County 
City of Gresham 
City of Lake Oswego 
City of Tualatin 
Clackamas County 
City of Bend 
City of Portland 
City of H~llsboro 
City of Albany 

Building lnspector ll 
Building lnspector 
StructurallMechanicaI lnspector 
Commercial Structural lnspector 2 
StructurallMechanicaI lnspector 
Building lnspector Ill 
lnspector l l  
lnspector ll 
Community Code lnspector II 
lnspector Ill 
Building lnspector 2 
StructurallMechanicaI lnspector A 
Building lnspector 3 
Building lnspector II 
lnspector l 
Building lnspector 

lnspection~services ~anage r  
Chief Building Official 
PEM 
Unknown 
Building lnspection Supervisor 
lnspection Supervisor 
lnspection Supervisor 
Building Services Supervisor 
Community Code lnspector Supervisot 
Building Official 
Building Official 
Build~ng Codes Manager 

Building lnspection Manager 
Chief Building lnspector 
Building Official Manager 

75th Percentile $30.36 
50th percentile $27.24 

Average $27.58 

City of Beaverton Building Inspector @ Grade 0901 Senior Field Inspector - Buildings $27.22 
Required Market Factor Adjustment $27.58 
Salary Grade 10 $28.20 



Computer Services Technician 
511 2106 

Adjusted 
Jurisdiction Job Title Reports To Wages 
Citv of Albanv IS Technician Unknown $20.29 
washington county 
City of Bend 
Multnomah County 
City of Eugene 
City of Hillsboro 
City of Salem 
City of Tigard 
City of Gresham 
City of Vancouver 
Clackamas County 
Clark County 
City of Portland 

Help Desk Technician 
IT Technician li 
Desktop Support Specialist 
PClNetwork Support Technician 
Computer Support Specialist 

Network Technician 
Technical Support Specialist 
Computer Support Technician (IT Tech, B) 
Microcomputer Specialist 2 
Technical Support Specialist 3 
IS Tech II 

Varies 
IT lnformation System Manager 

Systems Programmer 2 
Computer Support Supervisor 

Network Services Director 
IT Manager or Systems Administrator 
Management Analyst in IT 
Computer Services Supervisor 
Director lnformation Technology 
IS Supervisor 

75th Percentile $26.56 
50th percentile $25.56 

Average $25.06 

City of Beaverton Computer Service Technician Supervising Communications Analyst $25.45 
Required Market Factor Adjustment $25.56 



Electrical lnspector 
511 2/06 

Exhibit II 

Adjusted 
Jurisdiction Job Title Reports To wages 
City of Springfield Building Inspector II (Electrical) Building Safety Supervisor $20.43 
State of Oregon Electrical Inspector Principal Executive Manager D $25.10 
Clark County 
City of Vancouver 
City of Tigard 
Washington County 
City of Salem 

City of Eugene 
City of Lake Oswego 
Clackamas County 
City of Portland 
City of Albany 
City of Hillsboro 

City of Gresham 
City of Medford 
City of Bend 

Combination Building lnspector 
Building lnspector Ill 
lnspector ll 
lnspector ll 
Commercial Electrical lnspector 

Electrical lnspector 
lnspector Ill 
Electrical lnspector 
Electrical lnspector 
Building lnspector 
lnspector l 

Community Code lnspector II 
Electrical lnspector 
Building lnspector 3 

Chief Building Official 
Inspection Supervisor 
lnspection Supervisor 
Building Services Supervisor 
Building Safety Supervisor 
Electrical/Plumbing lnspector 
Supervisor 
Building Official 
Building Codes Manager 
inspection Supervisor 
Unknown 
Chief Building lnspector 
Community Code lnspector 
Supervisor 
Building Safety Supervisor 

75th Percentile $29.40 
50th percentile $27.93 

Average $27.43 

City of Beaverton Electr~cal Inspector @ Grade 0902 Senior F~eld Inspector - Buildings $27.35 
Required Market Factor Adjustment $27.93 
Salary Grade 10 $28.20 



Plans Examiner 1 
511 2/06 

Exhibit II 

Adiusted 
Jurisdiction Job Title Reports To Wages 
City of Albany Building Inspector Building Official Manager $20.84 
State of Oregon 
Washington County 
City of Eugene 
City of Salem 
City of Vancouver 
City of Bend 
City of Portland 
City of Lake Oswego 
City of Tigard 
City of Gresham 
City of Hillsboro 
Clackamas County 

Plans Examiner 1 
Plans Examiner I 
Residential Plans Reviewer 
Residential Plans Examiner 
Plans Examiner 

Plans Examiner, Residential 
Plans Examiner I 
Plans Examiner 
Plans Examiner I 

Plans Examiner B 

Building Services Supervisor 
Plans Review Supervisor 
Building Safety Supervisor 
Building Official 
Building lnspector/PE 1 
Plans Review Supervisor 
Building Official 
Building Official Manager 
Community Code lnspector Supervisor 
Plans Examiner 1 
Building Codes Manager 

City of Beaverton Plans Examiner 1 @ Grade 0801 Senior Plans Examiner 
Required Market Factor Adjustment 
Salary Grade 9 

75th Percentile $26.52 
50th percentile $25.03 

Average $25.56 



Plans Examiner 2 
511 2/06 

Exhibit II 

Adjusted 
Jurisdiction Job Title Reports To Wages 
City of Albany Building Inspector Building Official Manager $23.38 
State of Oregon Plans Examiner 2 PEM $25.10 
City of Vancouver Plans Examiner Building Official $26.83 
Washington County Plans Examiner II Building Services Supe~isor $27.24 
City of Salem Plans Examiner II Building Safety Supervisor $27.97 
City of Lake Oswego Plans Examiner II Building Official $29.28 

Community Code lnspector 
C~ty of Gresham Plans Examiner II Supervisor $29.41 
City of Tigard Senior Plans Examiner Building Official $30.10 
City of Bend Building Inspector 3 $30.42 
City of Eugene Code Analyst Plan Review Supervisor $30.51 
Clackamas County Plans Examiner A Building Codes Manager $31.81 
City of Portland Plans Examiner, Commercial Plans Review Supervisor $31.96 
City of Hillsboro Plans Examiner II Assistant Building Director $33.17 

75th Percentile $30.51 
50th percentile $29.41 

Average $29.01 

City of Beaverton Plans Examiner 2 @ Grade 1002 Senior Plans Examiner $28.66 
Required Market Factor Adjustment $29.41 
Salary Grade 11 $30.35 



Plumbing lnspector 
511 2106 

Exhibit II 

Jurisdiction Job Title 
City of Springfield Building lnspector II (Plumbing) 
City of ~ l b a n i  Building Inspector 

. 

State of Oregon Plumbing Inspector 
Clark County Plumbing Inspector 
City of Tigard Inspector ll 
Washington County lnspector II 
City of Gresham Community Code Inspector II 
City of Salem Commercial Plumbing Inspector 

Reports To 
Building Safety Supervisor 
Unknown 
Principal Executive Manager D 
Combination Inspector, Lead 
lnspection Supervisor 
Building Services Supervisor 
Community Code lnspector Supervisor 
Building Safety Supervisor 

Adjusted 
Wages 

$20.43 
$21.69 
$25.10 
$25.91 
$27.21 
$27.24 
$27.93 
$27.97 

City of Eugene Plumbing Inspector Electrical Plumbing Inspection Supervisor $28.08 
City of Lake Oswego Inspector Ill Building Official $28.43 
Clackamas County Plumbing Inspector Building Codes Manager $30.36 
City of Bend Building Inspector 3 $30.42 
City of Portland Plumbing Inspector Inspection Supervisor $30.52 
City of Hillsboro Inspector l Chief Building Inspector $30.86 

75th Percentile $29.88 
50th percentile $27.95 

Average $27.30 

City of Beaverton Plumbing lnspector @ Grade 090;Senior Field lnspector - Buildings 
Required Market Factor Adjustment 
Salary Grade 10 



E x h i b i t  111 

Web Analyst 
5/12/06 

Jurisdiction Title Min Max Comments 

Washington County Web Specialist $ 3,433 $4.172 Adjusted for PERS 
Vancouver Web Content Manager $ 3,504 $4,480 Adjusted for Retirement 
Albany Graphics Specialist $ 3,747 $4,622 
Ciackamas County IS Software Specialist 2 $ 4,034 $5.1 16 Adjusted from 37.5 work week 
Eugene Systems Programmer 1 $ 4,243 $5,288 
THP&R Web Specialist $ 4,174 $5,318 
Salem Web Architect $ 4,608 $5,342 

Average $ 3,963 $4,905 
50th Percentile $ 4.034 $5,116 
75th Percentile $ 4.209 $5.303 

Portland Area Cross Industry Survey Average $ 3.739 $5,350 

Beaverton 
Grade 10 3647.00 4888 
Grade I I 3926.00 5261 

No Match 
Clean Water Services 
Corvallis 
Gresham 
Hillsboro 
Medford 
Portland 
Springfield 
T~gard 
TriMet 
Tualatin 
Clark County 
Lake Oswego 
Metro 
Multnomah County 
Port of Portland 
State of Oregon 
TVWD 



Web Manager 
511 2/06 

Jurisdiction Title Min Max Comments 

Washington County 
Metro 
Clackarnas County 
Portland 
Tigard 
Eugene 
Salem 
Hillsboro 
Gresham 
Marion County 

Clark County 

Web Systems Adrnin. 
Web Master 
IS Soflware Specialist Sr 
lnfo Systems Analyst 2 
Web Administrator 
Systems Programmer 2 
lnfo Systems Spec 5 
Web Master 
Web Administrator 
Systems Administrator 

I.T. Manager 1 

$ 5,084 Adjusted for PERS 
$ 5,427 
$ 5,523 Adjusted from 37.5 work week 
$ 5,597 
$ 5,714 
$ 5,772 
$ 5,876 
$ 5,886 
$ 5.942 
$ 6,458 

Adjusted for retirement, Does not 
$ 6.641 include merit pay 

Average $ 4,522 $ 5,811 
50th Percentile $ 4,612 $ 5.772 
75th Percentile $ 4,735 $ 5,914 

Portland Area Cross Industry Survey Average $ 4,914 $ 7,004 
Oregon Public Sector Salary Survey $ 4,980 $ 6,349 

Beaverton 
Current Grade 12 $ 4,229 $ 5.668 
Recommended Grade 13 $ 4.550 $ 6,098 

No Match 
Clean Water Services 
Corvallis 
Medford 
Springfield 
Tualatin 
Albany 
THP&R 
Lake Oswego 
Multnornah County 
Port of Portland 
State of Oregon 
W W D  
Vancouver 



Market Data -- Public Works Director 
04/18/2006 

Jurisdiction Title Min Max Adj. Comments 
Springfield Public Works Director 40.94 49.76 49.76 Adjusted for PERS 
Hillsboro Public Works Director 28.20 48.75 48.75 Non-PERS Rate 

Co~a l l i s  Adjusted for PERS, $175 Car and 2% 
Public Works Director 38.21 51.69 50.76 nofa rror( cnmn 

.,.,..,,, 
Albany Public Works Director 39.30 49.13 50.85 3.5% in 401 plan 
Salem Public Works Director 42.91 54.38 54.38 
Gresham Environmental Sws Dir 43.09 56.04 56.04 
Vancouver PW Dir 50.96 59.61 56.24 Adjusted for retirement 
Eugene Exec Dir PW 45.42 56.94 56.94 

Clark County Dir Public Works 
Bonus pay eligible and adjusted for 

41.83 54.78 56.98 retirement 

Average 41.21 53.45 53.41 
50th Percentile 41.83 54.38 54.38 
75th Percentile 43.09 56.04 56.24 

Beaverton 
Current Grade 22 38.44 51.51 51.51 
Grade 23 41.59 55.73 55.73 
Grade 24 41.97 56.24 56.24 

No Match 
Portland 
Tigard 
Multnomah County 
Lake Oswego 
Clackamas County 
Tualatin 
Washington County 



Jurisdiction 

Eugene 
Salem 
Vancouver 
Tigard 
Hillsboro 
Gresham 
Washington County 
Clackamas County 
Portland 

Market Data -- Senior Field Inspector 
06/02/2006 

Title 

Building lnspection Superv~sor 
Building and Safety Supervisor 
lnspection Supervisor 
lnspection Supervisor 
Chief Building lnspector 
Community Code lnspection Supervisor 
Building Services Supervisor 
Structural Mechanical Supervisor 
lnspection Supervisor 

Average 
50th Percentile 
75th Percentile 

Beaverton -Current Grade 12 
Recommended Grade 13 

No Match 
Tualatin 
Lake Oswego 
Clark County 
Springfield 
THP&R 
TVWD 
Metro 
Multnomah County 
Port of Portland 
TriMet 
Clean Water Services 
Albany 
Medford 
Cowallis 

Min 

E x h i b i t  V I  

Max 



Market Data -- Senior Plans Examiner 
06/02/2006 

Jurisdiction Title 

Salem 
Tigard 
Vancouver 
Eugene 
Gresham 
Washington County 
Clackamas County 
Portland 

Building and Safety Supervisor 
Plans Examination Supervisor 
lnspection Supervisor 
Plan Review Supervisor 
Community Code lnspection Sup 
Building Services Superv~sor 
Structural Mechanical Supervisor 
Plan Review Su~ervisor 

Average 
50th Percentile 
75th Percentile 

Beaverton - Current Grade 12 
Recommended Grade 13 

No Match 
Tualatin 
Lake Oswego 
Clark County 
Springfield 
THP&R 
TVWD 
Metro 
Multnomah County 
Port of Portland 
TriMet 
Clean Water Services 
Albany 
Hilisboro 
Medford 
Corvallis 

Min Max 
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AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

06099 
SUBJECT: Authorize Intergovernmental Agreement FOR AGENDA OF: 06-12-06 BILL NO: 

with Metro to Collect and Remit the Metro 
Construction Excise Tax and Retain an 
Administrative Fee Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF 

DATE SUBMITTED: 5-17-06 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
City Attorney 

%e&, 
+5 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda EXHIBITS: lntergovernmental Agreement 
Metro Ordinance 06-1 11 5 
(Information Only) 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Metro, the reaional ~lannina oraanization. ex~anded the Urban Growth Boundam (UGB) in 2002 and 
2004.' The eipansibns incrude2 property wiihin the Beaverton Urban Planning Aiea. 'state Statute 
and Metro Code require concept and comprehensive planning to be completed and adopted prior to 
development of land included in the UGB expansion. Resources do not currently exist for completing 
the concept and comprehensive planning within all UGB expansion areas. Metro Council adopted 
Ordinance 06-1 115 on March 23, 2006 authorizing the collection of a Construction Excise Tax (CET) to 
provide the resources necessary to complete the planning within the UGB expansion areas. 
Municipalities that participate in collecting the CET will be eligible for up-front grants to provide the 
resources necessary to complete the planning in the UGB expansion areas. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
The City has assumed responsibility for concept and comprehensive planning of one small (14 acre) 
part of a UGB expansion area on the north side of SW Scholls Ferry Road west of SW Loon Drive. 
Annexation of this area will be effective May 17, 2006. The plan for this area will be considered by the 
Planning Commission at the hearing on May 24, 2006. Other than staff time required to draft a report 
addressing Metro requirements as well as plan amendment and zone change criteria, the only City 
expense was approximately $8,000 to have a traffic impact analysis prepared by a consulting firm. 
Subject to agreement with Washington County, the City may assume planning responsibility for a UGB 
expansion area on Cooper Mountain west of SW 185'~ Avenue. The CET can provide grant funding to 
offset the cost of completing the concept and comprehensive planning within these UGB expansion 
areas. In order to participate in collecting the CET and benefit from the resources it can provide, the 
City must enter into an lntergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with Metro. The IGA allows the City to 
retain 5 percent of the tax to offset administrative costs associated with collecting and remitting the tax. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Authorize the Mayor to sign the IGA in a final form with Metro as approved by the City Attorney to 
collect and remit the Construction Excise Tax. 

06099 
Agenda Bill No: 



CONSTRUCTION EXClSE TAX 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

TO COLLECT AND REMIT TAX BETWEEN 
METRO AND THE CITY OF BEAVERTON 

This~,Construction Exc~se Tax Intergovernmental Agreement to Collect and Remit Tax 
("CET Collebtion IGA") is effective on the last date of signature below, and is by and between 
Metro, a me~opolitan service district organized under the laws of the state of Oregon and the 
Metro Chart+, located at 600 Northeast Grand Avenue, Portland, OR, 97232-2736 ("Metro"), and 
the City of B averton ("Jurisdiction"), located at 4755 SW Griffith Drive, Beaverton, OR 97076, 
collect~vely f eferred to as "Parties." 

1 

WH~REAS. in October 2005 Metro convened a tax studv committee com~nsed of 
s from local jurisdictions and the development community, to provide 

for funding comprehensive planning needs associated with recent inclusions - - 
growth boundary; and that tax study committee recommended that a short-term 
xcise tax on building permit values was the appropriate funding mechanism; and 

WH REAS, the tax study committee's recommendation was forwarded to the Metro 
Policy Advis ry Committee ("MPAC"), and on March 8,2006 MPAC recommended approval of 
the tax study committee's proposal that Metro adopt a construction excise tax that would be 
implemented by local jurisdict~ons to fund comprehensive plannlng needs associated with new 
inclus~ons in 1 o the urban growth boundary; and 

I 
I 

WH REAS, on March 23,2006 Metro adopted Ordinance No. 06-1 115, establishing a 
Construction Excise Tax ("CET") throughout the Metro regional jurisdiction; and f 

WH REAS, the ordinance provldes that the Construction Excise Tax may be collected by 
local jurisdic ions and remitted to Metro pursuant to Intergovernmental Agreements, and that 
Metro will distribute up-front grants to local jurisdictions, based on grant requests that set forth the 
expected co pletion of certain milestones associated with Title 1 1 of Metro Code Chapter 3.07, 
the Urban G wth Management Functional Plan; and i 

WH REAS, the Construction Excise Tax established by Ordinance No. 06-1 115 will 
expire when he total amount collected by all jurisdictions and remitted to Metro and certified by 
Metro as suc is $6.3 million dollars, which is estimated to take approximately three years; and I I 

W EREAS, the Parties desire to agree to certain procedures needed to collect the 
Construction H Excise Tax and remit the tax to Metro. 

NO? THEREFORE, the Parties hereto agree as follows: 

1. Information and Forms. Metro shall provide to the Jurisdiction information, 
forms, and asbistance explaining the Construction Excise Tax. 

2. Staffine, Jurisdict~on shall provide sufficient staff to calculate and collect the 
Construction Excise Tax along with the collection of other permit fees. Metro shall provide 
sufficient staflf to implement the CET program including grant dishibutlon. 
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3. Collection; Start date. Jurisdiction agrees to collect the Construction Excise Tax 
on behalf of Metro. Jurisd~ction shall begin collecting the CET on July 1, 2006, and shall continue 
collection until the expiration of the CET as set forth below. 

4. Exemptions. Metro shall also provide Jurisdiction with forms for CET 
exemptions, rebates, and refunds, and any other forms or information necessary for 
implementatjon of the CET. If a Person claims to be exempt from the CET and files a Metro CET 
Exemption qorm at the time the CET would otherwise be due, Jurisdiction shall grant the 
exemption. It shall be Metro's responsibility to determine the vahdity of the exemption and to 
institute coll$ction procedures to obtain payment of the CET, as well as any other remedy Metro 
may have un/der law, if the Person was not entitled to the exemption. 

I 

6. CET Reports. Along with the CET remittance, Jurisdiction shall prepare and 
Chief Operating Officer a report of the CETs and building permits issued for 

construction activities. The report shall include: the number of building 
the aggregate value of construction; the number of building p e n t s  for 

given; the aggregate value of construction for the exempted 
of CET paid; and the amount of CET administrative fee 
this CET Collection IGA. 

Failure to Pay CET. Upon a Person's refusal to or failure to pay the CET when 
iction administering that Person's building p e n t  shall notify Metro in writing 
business days of such failure, with information adequate for Metro to begin 

against that Person, including the Person's name, address, phone numbers, 
Value of New Construction, and building permit number. Upon a Person's 

the CET, it shall be Metro's responsibility to institute collect~on 
of the CET as well as any other remedy Metro may have under law. 

Records. Jurisdiction shall make all records related to building permit activity, 
Excise Tax collections, and CET exemptions available to Metro, or its designated 
ecessary for Metro to audit Construction Excise Tax collections. 

Administrative Fee. As consideration for the above described services, 
retain Five Percent (5%) of the CET collected by the Jurisdict~on. Prior to 

to Metro, Jurisdiction shall deduct this administrative fee directly from the 
the amounts deducted and retained shall be identified on the report submitted 

to Metro. 

cease collection of the Construction Excise Tax 
IGA on the last day of the month in which Metro certifies to 

has been collected by the Metro-area local jurisdictions and 
has been remltted to and received by Metro. CET already collected by Junsdiction in the CET 
reporting period in which it receives Metro's written cert~fication notice shall be remitted to 
Metro, and s$all remain a part of the CET program and shall be distributed by Metro to local 
junsdictions in accordance with the CET grant program. 

TRUCTION EXCISE TAX COLLECTION IGA 
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11. Amendment. This CET Collection IGA may be amended by mutual written 
agreement of the Parties. 

12. Other Agreements. This CET Collect~on IGA does not affect or alter any other 
agreements between Metro and Jurisdiction. 

Metro City of Beaverton 

By: ~ i c d a e l  Jordan By: Rob Drake 

Title: ~ e i o  Chief Operat~ng Officer Title: Mayor 
I 
! 

Date: Date: - 

State of oredon ) 
SS . 

County of ? ) 
day of ,2006, before ine , the 

personally appeared Michael Jordan, as Chief Operating Officer of 
personally known to me (or proved to be on the basis of 

whose name is subscribed to this instrument, and 

My commission expires: 

state of oredon ) 
SS 

County of. ~ ) 
I 

day of ,2006, before me ,the 
personally appeared as 

jurisdiction, personally known to me (or 
evidence) to be the person(s) whose name(s) is (are) 

that he (she or they) executed it. 

My comm~ssion expires: 
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EXHIBIT A 
ORDINANCE 06-1115 

METRO CODE . TITLE VII FINANCE 
(New) Chapter 7.04 CONSTRUCTION EXCISE TAX 

SECTIONS : 

ShortTitle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Purpose 1 

Definitions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Ebemptions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
ckiling .......................................................................................... 3 
~bles and Regulations Promulgation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Administration and Enforcement Authority 4 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Imposition of Tax 4 

R ~ t e  of Tax . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
~bilure to Pay . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

. . . . . . .  ~katement of Value of New Construction Required 5 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ihtergovernmental Agreements 5 

Rebates . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hearings Officer 5 

Appeals . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
Rbfunds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~bforcement by Civil Action 6 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Review 6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ailure to Pay - Penalty 7 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vaolation Penalty 7 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ b t e  Stabilization 7 
~kdication of Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ptocedures for Distribution 7 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $unset Provision 

7.04.010 $hort Title 

This chapter shall be known as the "Construction Excise Tax.u 

7.04.020 $olicy and Purpose 

This chapter establishes a Construction Excise Tax to provide 
funding for regional and local planning that is required to make 
land ready for development after its inclusion in the Urban 
Growth Boundary . 
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7.04.030 Definitions 

As used in this chapter: 

"Building Official" means any person charged by a 
municipality with responsibility for the administration and 
enforcement of a building code. 

"Chief Operating Officer" means the person holding the 
position of Metro Chief Operating Officer established by 
Sectibn 2.20.010 of the Metro Code. 

"Construction" means erecting, constructing, enlarging, 
altering, repairing, moving, improving, removing, 
converting, or demolishing any building or structure for 
which the issuance of a building permit is required 
pursuant to the provisions of Oregon law, whether 
residential or non-residential. Construction also includes 
the installation of a manufactured dwelling. 

"Contractor" means any person who performs Construction for 
compehsation. 

"Impr@vementr' means any newly constructed structure or a 
modification of any existing structure. 

"Major Renovation" means any renovation, alteration or 
remodeling of an existing building or structure, or portion 
thereof, residential or non-residential, that requires or 
recei+es a building permit. 

"Manufactured Dwelling" means any building or structure 
desig4ed to be used as a residence that is subject to 
reguldtion pursuant to ORS 446, as further defined in ORS 
446.od3 (26) . 

"Person" means and includes individuals, domestic and 
foreign corporations, public bodies, societies, joint 
ventures, associations, firms, partnerships, joint stock 
compaqies, clubs or any legal entity whatsoever. 

'Value of New Construction" means the total value of the 
Construction as determined by the construction permit or 
building permit for the Improvement and/or Major 
Renovation. 
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7.04.040 Exemptions 

(a) No obligation to pay the tax imposed by Section 7.04.070 
shall be imposed upon any Person who establishes that one 
ormore of the following are met: 

(1) The Value of New Construction is less than or equal to 
$100,000; or 

(2) The Person who would be liable for the tax is a 
borporation exempt f rorn federal income taxation 

1 ursuant to 42 U.S.C. 501(c) (3), or a limited artnership the sole general partner of which is a 
orporation exempt from federal income taxation 
ursuant to 42 U.S.C. 501(c) (3), the Construction is 

F sed for residential purposes and the property is estricted to being occupied by Persons with incomes 
ess than 50 percent (50%) of the median income for a 

Qeriod of 30 years or longer; or 

I 

(3) he Person who would be liable for the tax is exempt 

I rom federal income taxation pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 01(c) (3) and the Construction is dedicated for use 
or the purpose of providing charitable services to 
ersons with income less than 50 percent (50%) of the 
$edian income. 

(b) ~ h d  Building Official or Chief Operating Officer may 
re uire any Person seeking an exemption to demonstrate 
th t the Person is eligible for an exemption and that all 
necessary 4 facts to support the exemption are established. 

Notwithsta ding the provisions set forth in Sections 7.04.070 
and 7.04.080, if the Construction Excise tax imposed by this 
Chapter wo id be greater than $12,000 (Twelve Thousand Dollars) 
as measure 1 by the Value of New Construction that would generate 

of tax, then the Construction Excise Tax imposed for 
uction is capped at a ceiling of $12,000 (Twelve 
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7.04.050 Rules and Regulations Promulgation 

The Chief Operating Officer shall promulgate rules and 
regulations necessary for the administration and enforcement of 
this chapter. 

7.04.060 Administration and Enforcement Authority 

(a) The Chief Operating Officer shall be responsible for the 
administration and enforcement of this chapter. In exercising 
the re~~onkibilities of this section the Chief Operating Officer 
may act thkough a designated representative. 

(b) In orber to carry out the duties imposed by this chapter, 
the Chief operating Officer shall have the authority to do the 
following bcts, which enumeration shall not be deemed to be 
exhaustive, namely: administer oaths, certify to all official 
acts; to shbpoena and require attendance of witnesses at 
hearings tb determine compliance with this chapter, rules and 
regulationk; to require production of relevant documents at 
public heatings; to swear witnesses; and to take testimony of 
any Personby deposition. 

7.04.070 $mposition of Tax 

A Construction Excise tax is imposed on every Person who engages 
in Constru@tion within the Metro Area. The tax shall be 
measured b$ the total Value of New Construction at the rate set 
forth in Section 7.04.080. If no additional value is created or 
added by the Construction and if the Construction does not 
constituteia Major Renovation then there shall be no tax due. 
The tax sh$ll be due and payable at the time of the issuance of 
any buildihg permit, or installation permit in the case of a 
manufacturbd dwelling, by any building authority. 

7.04.080 pate of Tax 

The rate of tax to be paid for Construction and/or Major 
Renovation shall be 0.12% of the Value of New Construction. 

7.04.090 Failure to Pay 

It shall be unlawful for any Person to fail to pay all or any 
portion of the tax imposed by this chapter. 
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7.04.100 Statement of Entire Value of New Construction Required 

It shall be unlawful for any Person to fail to state or to 
misstate the full Value of New Construction of any Improvement, 
Major Renovation, or Manufactured Dwelling. When any Person 
pays the tax, within the time provided for payment of the tax, 
there shall be a conclusive presumption, for purposes of 
computation of the tax, that the Value of New Construction of 
the Improvement, Major Renovation, or Manufactured Dwelling is 
the Value of New Construction as determined by the Building 
Official at the time of issuance of the building permit or 
installatiDn permit. When any Person fails to pay the tax 
within the' time provided for payment of the tax, the Value of 
New Constrpction constructed shall be as established by the 
Chief Operbting Officer who may consider the Value of New 
Constructibn established by the Building Official but may 
consider other evidence of actual value as well. 

7.04.110 Fntergovernmental Agreements 

The Chief operating Officer may enter into intergovernmental 
agreements with other local governments and jurisdictions to 
provide for the enforcement of this chapter and the collection 
and remittkce of the Construction Excise Tax. The agreements 
may provid& for the governments to retain no more than 5 percent 
(5%) of the taxes actually collected as reimbursement of 
administrative expenses, and also for the reimbursement of the 
 government!^ reasonable, one time, start-up costs as set forth 
in the agreements. 

7.04.120 Rebates 

(a) The Chief Operating Officer shall rebate to any Person 
who has paid a tax the amount of tax actually paid, upon the 
Person elstablishing that the tax was paid for Construction 
that is eligible for an exemption under Section 7.04.040. 

(b) The Chief Operating Officer shall either rebate all 
amounts due under this section within 30 days of receipt of a 
complete application for the rebate or give written notice of 
the reasons why the application has been denied. Any denial 
of any application may be appealed as provided for in Section 
7.04.140. 

7.04.130 Hearings Officer 
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The Chief Operating Officer shall appoint a hearings officer to 
conduct hearings related to enforcement or appeals of this 
chapter. All hearings shall be conducted in accordance with 
rules and regulations adopted by the Chief Operating Officer. 

7 . 0 4 . 1 4 0  appeals 

Any Person who is aggrieved by any determination of the Chief 
Operating bfficer regarding liability for payment of the tax, 
the amount of tax owed, or the amount of tax that is subject to 
refund or kebate may appeal the determination in accordance with 
Section 7 .  b 4 . 1 3 0 .  All appeals must be in writing and must be 
filed with'n 1 0  days of the determination by the Chief Operating 
Officer. b o appeal may be made unless the Person has first paid 
the tax dub as determined by the Chief Operating Officer. 

(a) Upon kritten request, the Chief Operating Officer shall 
refund any tax paid to the Person who paid the tax after that 
Person has! established that Construction was not commenced and 
that any ~bilding Permit issued has been cancelled as provided 
by law. 

(b) The C ief Operating Officer shall either refund all amounts 
due under his section within 3 0  days of a complete application 
for the re 1 und or give written notice of the reasons why the 

has been denied. Any denial of any application may 
as provided for in Section 7 . 0 4 . 1 4 0 .  

7 . 0 4 . 1 6 0  $nforcement by Civil Action 
I 

The tax an4 any penalty imposed by this chapter constitutes a 
Person liable for the tax as set forth in Section 

7 . 0 4 . 0 7 0  o this chapter and may be collected by the Chief debt Of tht 
Operating fficer in an action at law. If litigation is 
necessary p o collect the tax and any penalty, the prevailing 
party shall be entitled to reasonable attorney fees at trial or 
on appeal. The Office of Metro Attorney is authorized to 
prosecute ny action needed to enforce this chapter as requested 
by the Chi f Operating Officer. a 
Review of any action of the Chief Operating Officer taken 
pursuant to this chapter, or the rules and regulations adopted 
pursuant thereto, shall be taken solely and exclusively by writ 
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of review in the manner set forth in ORS 34.010 through 34.100, 
provided, however, that any aggrieved Person may demand such 
relief by writ of review. 

7.04.180 Failure to Pay - Penalty 

In addition to any other fine or penalty provided by this 
chapter, failure to pay the tax within 15 days of the date of 
issuance ok any Building Permit for any Improvement, Major 

or installation permit for any Manufactured Dwelling 
t in a penalty equal to the amount of tax owed or 
rs ($50.00), whichever is greater. 

7.04.190 violation - Penalty 
I 

ition to any other civil enforcement provided herein, 
f this chapter shall be a misdemeanor and shall be 

I punishable upon conviction, by a fine of not more than five 
hundred dollars ($500.00) . 

i 

ion of this chapter by any officer, director, partner 
rson having direction or control over any Person 
his chapter shall subject each such Person to such 

fine . 

7.04.200 bate Stabilization 

protect against the cyclical nature of the 
n industry and development patterns, the Council 
lly as part of the budget process create reserves 
venues generated or expected to be generated by the 
n Excise Tax, which reserves are designed to protect 
ure fluctuations so as to promote stability in the 
d to support required programs. 

i 

7.04.210 4edication of Revenues 
i 

Revenue de ived from the imposition of this tax after deduction 
of necessa y costs of collection shall be dedicated to fund 
regional a d local planning that is required to make land ready 
for develo ment after inclusion in the Urban Growth Boundary. i 
7.04.220 Procedures for Distribution 

The Chief Operating Officer shall distribute the revenues from 
the Constrgction Excise Tax as grants to local governments based 
on an analysis of grant requests submitted by the local 
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jurisdiction which set forth the expected completion of certain 
milestones associated with Title 11 of Metro Code Chapter 3.07, 
the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 

7.04.230 Sunset Provision 

The Construction Excise Tax shall not be imposed on and no 
person shall be liable to pay any tax for any construction 
activity that is commenced pursuant to a building permit issued 
on or after the last day of the month in which a total of $6.3 
million has been collected under this Chapter, received by 
Metro, and certified as received by Metro to the local 
collecting jurisdictions. 
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AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Development Serv~ces Fee Schedule FOR AGENDA OF: 
Amendment 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CDD 'd 
DATE SUBMITTED: 5-23-06 U 

CLEARANCES: Finance 

City Attorney 

Devel. Services 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda EXHIBITS: 1 .  Draft Resolut~on approving the 
Community Development 
Department's development 
services fee schedule 

2. Proposed Development 
Services Fee Schedule. 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Since at least June 1994, the City has annually adjusted the Community Development Department's 
Development $ervices Fee Schedule according to the United States Department of Labor Consumer 
Price Index "west-c". The CPI-W for western urban cities with a population between 50,000 and 
1,500,00 peoplie has increased 3.0% between April 2005 and April 2006. 

INFORMATlOrk FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Attached to this agenda bill is the proposed resolution for adopting the amended fee schedule. The 
proposed fee schedule is also attached and reflects a 3.0% increase in the fees. The appeal fee for a 
Type 1 and Type 2 decisions has not been adjusted as that fee is established by State Statute. Other 
fees not amended are the deposits on the fee schedule. 

Staff also proppse to reduce the fee for the Wireless One application. The scope of a Wireless One 
application is viery similar to the Design Review Compliance Letter application and the amount of staff 
time spent on a Wireless One application is also similar to a Design Review Compliance Letter 
application. Therefore, staff propose that the Wireless One application fee match the Design Review 
Compliance Letter application fee. This would represent a reduction in the fee by approximately $500. 

Lastly, staff prqpose to add a new fee for the Commercial Timber Harvest application and to delete the 
fee for the Tree Plan Four application. The Commercial Timber Harvest application was added to the 
Development Code through the Tree Plan Text Amendment (TA 2004-0011) in 2005. Staff recommend 
a fee to match the Tree Plan One application since the Commercial Timber H a ~ e S t  application is also 
a Type 1 application. The Tree Plan Four application was eliminated by the same text amendment in 
2005. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Staff recommend that the City Council approve the attached resolution adopting a new Development 
Services Fee Schedule. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 3861 

A RESOLUTION SUPERSEDING RESOLUTION NO. 3852 AND 
ESTABLISHING FEES FOR PLANNING PERMITS, APPEALS, AND 

OTHER SERVICES PURSUANT TO SECTION 10.55 OF THE BEAVERTON 
DEVELOPMENT CODE, ORDINANCE 2050. 

WHEREAS, Section 10.55 of the Beaverton Development Code (Ordinance 
2050) provides that the City may charge and collect filing and other fees as 
established by resolution of the Council in order to defray expenses incurred in 
connection with the processing of applications, preparation of reports, publications 
of notices, issuance of permits and other matters; and, 

WHEREAS, it is City policy to annually adjust fees for applications and 
appeals to reflect inflation and processing expenses; and, 

WHEREAS, the Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical 
Workers (CPI-W) for western urban cities with populations of 50,000 to 1,500,000 
people has increased by 3.0% for the time between April 2005 and April 2006; and, 

WHEREAS, legal public notice of the Beaverton City Council's consideration 
of the adjustment to the City's Development Services Fee Schedule was published in 
the May 25, 2006 edition of the Valley Times; and, 

WHEREAS, the Beaverton City Council met at  a regularly scheduled 
meeting on June 12, 2006 to consider, on consent agenda, the amendment to the 
City's Development Services Fee Schedule; now therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BEAVERTON, 
OREGON: 

Section 1: The Council adopts the amended fee schedule of the Community 
Development Department Development Services Division actions on land 
development applications and processes as shown in Exhibit A to this Resolution, 
attached and incorporated herein by this reference. The fee schedule shall be 
effective for all applications received on and after July 1, 2006. 

Section 2: The Council directs the Mayor annually to adjust the fee schedule 
adopted by this Resolution effective for land development applications received on 
and after July 1 of each succeeding calendar year according to the United States 
Department of Labor Consumer Price Index West published for the interval last 
preceding that effective date. The Mayor shall endeavor to give 60 days public 
notice of the fee adjustment prior to the effective date of each adjustment, but 
failure to give such notice shall not invalidate the adjustment. 
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Section 3: This Resolution supersedes anything to the contrary in Resolution No. 
3852 and in all prior resolutions setting fees for Development Services Division 
actions on land development approvals. 

Section 4: This Resolution shall take effect July 1, 2006. 

Adopted by the Council this day of , 2006. 

Approved by the Mayor this day of , 2006. 

Ayes: Nays: 

Attest: Approved: 

Sue Nelson, City Recorder Rob Drake, Mayor 
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EXHIBIT A 

I CITY OF BEAVERTON I 
I DEVELOPMENT SERVICES FEE SCHEDULE I 
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AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: A; Resolution Approving Transfer of FOR AGENDA OF: 06-12-06 BILL NO: 06101 

Appropriation Within the Building Fund to 
Ptovide Contracted Plan Review Services 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CD$ 

DATE SUBMITTED: 06-05-06 

CLEARANCES: Finance 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda EXHIBITS: Resolution 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITUR~ AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $)0,000 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $10,000 

Account Numbbr: 105-70-0664-10-51 1 - $10,000 - Building Operating Fund. 

HISTORICAL @ERSPECTIVE: 
During periods of heavy permit activity and staff shortages, the ability for staff to conduct plan reviews 
within industry accepted time frames (six weeks for new commercial buildings) is compromised. 
Contract plan deview firms have been used to assist in maintaining plan review turnaround time during 
these periods. 

INFORMATIO~ FOR CONSIDERATION: 
The Buildina ~k rv i ces  Division has recentlv exoerienced olan review staff shortaoes that will . . " 
result in a signhicant loss of plan review resources. ~nti l ' these staff vacancies can be filled, 
customer servihe may be compromised. The use of qualified plan review firms (whom the City 
has had similal contracts with in the past) provides resources to meet the plan review needs of 
the City and its customers. Additional appropriation may be needed into early FY 06-07, while 
staffing vacan d ies are filled. 

RECOMMEND~D ACTION: 
Council adopt the attached resolution approving transfer of appropriation within the Building Fund to 
provide Contrabted Plan Review Service. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 3862 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING TRANSFER OF 
APPROPRIATION WITHIN THE BUILDING FUND OF 
THE CITY DURING THE FY 2005-06 BUDGET YEAR 
AND APPROVING THE APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
FUND 

WHEREAS, the City Council reviews and approves the annual budget; and, 

WHEREAS, during the year the Council must authorize the transfers of appropriations from 
one category of a fund to another fund or from categories within a fund; and, 

WHEREAS, an appropriation of $10,000 is needed in the Materials and Services Category 
of the Building Fbnd for contracted plan review services due to unexpected staff vacancies, 
and the expendithe appropriation is available in the Contingency Category of the fund; now 
therefore, 

Section 1. The Finance Director is hereby authorized and instructed to transfer the 
following appropriations: 

- $10,000 out of the Contingency Category of the Building Fund into the Materials and 
Services Uategory as indicated below: 

Materials and Services 105-70-0664-51 1 $10,000 
Contingency 105-70-0661 -991 <$I O,OOO> 

Adopted by the Council this - day of ,2006. 

Approved by the Mayor this - day of ,2006 

Ayes: - 
ATTEST: 

Nays: - 

APPROVED: 

Sue Nelson, City kecorder Rob Drake, Mayor 
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AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Authorize Intergovernmental Agreement FOR AGENDA OF: 06-12-06 BILL NO: 06102 
With Washington County Cooperative 
Library Services Regarding the Provision of 
Telephone Reference Service. Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: ~ i b r a t y q /  

DATE SUBMITTED: 05-30-06 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
City Attorney 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda EXHIBITS: Intergovernmental Agreement with 
Attachment A 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITUR AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED E O  BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL ERSPECTIVE: 
The Beaverto City Library has provided telephone reference service for the Washington County 
Cooperative Library Service (VVCCLS) on a contractual basis since Julv 1994. The current one-vear t 
Intergovernme/ltal Agreement (IGA) for services expires June 30,2006. 

INFORMATIO~ FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Staff is propoqing a one-year extension of the current IGA. The City currently receives $6,666 per 
month for the provision of telephone reference services. Under the one-year extension; the City will 
continue to re$ive $6,666 per month for F'f2OC6-07. 

RECOMMEN~ED ACTION: 
Council authorize the Mayor to sign the attached IGA which extends telephone reference services for a 
one-year periob ending June 30, 2007 to the Washington County Cooperative Library Service. 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 

This Agreement is entered into, by and between Washington County, a political subdivision of the State of 

Oregon, and the City of Beaverton. 

WHEREAS ORS 190.01 0 authorizes the parties to enter into this Agreement for the performance of any or 
all functions and activities that a party to the Agreement has authority to perform. 

Now, therefore, the parties agree as follows: 

1) The effective date is: July 1. 2006, or upon final signature, whichever is later. 

The expiration date is: June 30,2007; unless otherwise amended. 

2) The parties agree to the terms and conditions set forth in Attachment A, which is incorporated 
herein, and describes the responsibilities of the parties, including compensation, if any. 

3) Each party $hall comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws; and rules and regulations on 
non-discrimination in employment because of race, color, ancestry, national origin, religion, sex, 
marital status, age, medical condition or handicap. 

4) To the extetit applicable, the provisions of ORS 279B.220 through ORS 279B.235 and ORS 
279C.500 through 279C.870 are incorporated by this reference as though fully set forth. 

5) Each party is an independent contractor with regard to each other party(s) and agrees that the 
performing party has no control over the work and the manner in which it is performed. No party is 
an agent or employee of any other. 

6) No party or its employees is entitled to participate in a pension plan, insurance, bonus, or similar 
benefits provided by any other party. 

7) This Agreement may be terminated, with or without cause and at any time, by a party by providing 
60 (30 if no0 otherwise marked) days written notice of intent to the other party(s). - 

8) Modifications to this Agreement are valid only if made in writing and signed by all parties 

9) Subject to the limitations of liability for public bodies set forth in the Oregon Tort Claims Act, ORS 
30.260 to 30.300, and the Oregon Constitution, each party agrees to hold harmless, defend, and 
indemnify each other, including its officers, agents, and employees, against all claims, demands, 
actions and suits (including all attorney fees and costs) arising from the indemnitor's performance 
of this Agreement where the loss or claim is attributable to the negligent acts or omissions of that 
party. 

10) Each party shall give the other immediate written notice of any action or suit filed or any claim 
made against that party that may result in litigation in any way related to this Agreement. 

PAGE l - INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT Rev. 1016105 



11) Each party agrees to maintain insurance levels or self-insurance in accordance with ORS 30.282, 
for the duration of this Agreement at levels necessary to protect against public body liability as 
specified in ORS 30.270. 

12) Each party agrees to comply with all local, state and federal ordinances, statutes, laws and 
regulations that are applicable to the services provided under this Agreement. 

13) This Agreement is expressly subject to the debt limitation of Oregon Counties set forth in Article 
XI, Section 10 of the Oregon Constitution, and is contingent upon funds being appropriated 
therefor. 

14) This writin is intended both as the final expression of the Agreement between the parties with 
respect to t f e included terms and as a complete and exclusive statement of the terms of the 
Agreement, 

WHEREAS, all th4 aforementioned is hereby agreed upon by the parties and executed by the duly 
authorized signatudes below. 

Jurisdiction 

Signature Date 

Printed Name Title 

Address: 

Signature 

Printed Name 

Address: 

155N First Avenue 
Mail Stop # 3 
Hillsboro, OR 

Date 

Title 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Statement of Work /Schedule/Payment Terms 

This AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between Washington County f o ~  - 
Washington County Cooperative Library Services (hereafter the "Cooperative"), a political 
subdivision of the State of Oregon, and the City of Beaverton for the Beaverton City Library 
(hereafter "Library"). 

I. Services to be provided by Librarc: 

Beaverton City Library agrees to provide Telephone Reference Service to all residents of 
Washington Coiunty all hours the library is open to the public. Library agrees to maintain 
statistics related to the number of calls received and forward those statistics to the Cooperative 
monthly. 

11. Payment Terms 

The Cooperativl: shall pay Library $6666 per month for services provided. Payments shall be 
made by the 15' of the month. 

- ATTACHMENT A 



AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Contract Renewal Between Unlimited FOR AGENDA OF: 06/12/06 BILL NO. 06103 
Choices, Inc. and the City of Beaverton for 
the Adapt-a-Home Program Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORlGl 

DATE SUBMITTED: 05/19/06 

CLEARANCES: CDBG 
Finance 
City Attorney 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda 
CContract Review Board) 

EXHIBITS: 

BUDGET IMPACT 
I EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION I 1 REQUIRED $75,0q0 BUDGETED $75.000* REQUIRED $0 I 
*$100,000 in Account Number 106-10-6013-514 Community Development Block Grant Fund - Housing 
Rehab Expense. The Amount Budgeted represents the appropriation in the proposed FY 2006-07 
Budget that is also $cheduled for adoption at the June 19, 2006 Council Meeting. This contract award is 
contingent upon adbpting the FY 2006-07 Budget. 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Usino ~ommunitv Develooment Block Grant (CDBG) funds. the Citv's Accessibilitv Rehabilitation 
~ro$am provide;\small grants to both homeowners and renters for ramps, bathroom fixtures and other 
modifications to inicrease the permanent supply of accessible housing in the City and help residents with 
impaired mobility continue to live independently in their homes. As with the City's Housing 
Rehabilitation Program, the City provides this service through a contract with an experienced outside 
organization that ddministers the program: in this case, Unlimited Choices, Inc. (UCI). Our contract with 
UCI expires on June 30,2006, but allows for a one-year renewal upon agreement by both parties. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
UCl's responsibilities as administrator of the Accessibility Rehabilitation Pilot Program include: 

intake and eligibility determination for applicants 
inspections and environmental assessments 
assisting participants with identifying qualified contractors and obtaining bids 
processinggrants and payments to contractors 
extensive r~cordkeeping & reporting 

City CDBG program staff market the program to potential participants, report to HUD on program 
accomplishments and beneficiaries, and monitor UCl's performance and records periodically. UCI has 
consistently met or exceeded City expectations in carrying out the program. 

RECOMMENDEDACTION: 
Council, acting as Contract Review Board, renew the contract for one year with Unlimited Choices, Inc. 
for the administration of the Accessibility Rehabilitation Program, in the amount of $75,000 together 
with any unexpended funds from FY06, in a form approved by the City Attorney and subject to 
Council's approval of the proposed FY 2006-07 Budget. 
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AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Contract Renewal for Intergovernmental FOR AGENDA OF: 
Agreement Between the Portland 
Development Commission (PDC) and the Mayor's Approval: 
City of Beaverton for the Management of 
the Citywide Housing Rehabilitation DEPARTMENT OF 
Program 

DATE SUBMITTED: 05/22/06 - ~ 

~ - ~~~ - 
< i - \. 

CLEARANCES: CDBG 
Finance 
City Attorney 

PROCEEDING: Consent Agenda 
(Contract Review Board) 

EXHIBITS: 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $220,375 BUDGETED $220,375' REQUIRED $0 
*Account Number 1b6-10-6001-514 Community Development Block Grant Fund - Prior Program 
Projects - Housing Rehabilitation Expense Account. The Amount Budgeted represents the appropriation 
in the Proposed FY 2006-07 Budget and is pending based upon the approval of the FY 2006-07 Budget 
at the June 19. ZOO$ Council Meeting. 

HISTORICAL PEIRSPECTIVE: 
The City's ~ o u s l n g  Rehabilitation Program (HRP) helps qualified homeowners finance 
necessary repairs on their homes, using Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and 
HOME Program funds available to the City through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). The HRP makes low-interest loans and grants available to homeowners in 
Beaverton whose Income is at or below 80% of the Area Median Income, for home repairs that 
address health and safety concerns. 

Since 1999 the City has contracted with the Portland Development Commission (PDC) to 
administer the proqram, under an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) originally signed in 1999, 
and renewed sevbral times since then. During the last two program years, the Program 
assisted twenty-eight (28) homeowners with a total of $148,437 in CDBG funds and $145,083 in 
HOME funds. The current IGA expires on June 30,2006. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 

The City proposes to extend the agreement with PDC to carry out the Housing Rehab Program 
in FY 2006, using unspent carryover CDBG funds from the current budget year, along with 
program income from repaid loans. 

The City entered into the original IGA with PDC based on their demonstrated expertise and 
experience with similar programs for other jurisdictions, and their ability to deliver the program 
at a reasonable cost. Staff is satisfied with PDC's performance, and believes that PDC 
continues to be the best option for delivering the program at this time. 

Agenda Bill No: 
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As in the previous IGA, PDC is to be paid a project administration fee of 22% of the total 
amount funded through the HRP. PDC's responsibilities include: 

intake and eligibility determination for applicants 
inspections and environmental assessments 
working with Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue to identify and address fire safety hazards in 
mobile homes 
assisting participants with identifying qualified contractors and obtaining bids 
lead-based paint risk assessments & relocation (if necessary) while lead hazard 
containment is underway 
loan processing, underwriting and administration 
extensive recordkeeping & reporting 

City CDBG program staff market the program to potential participants, report to HUD on 
program accomplishments and beneficiaries, and monitor PDC's performance and records 
periodically. 

RECOMMENDEQ ACTION: 
Council, acting a$ Contract Review Board, authorize the Mayor to renew the Intergovernmental 
Agreement with the Portland Development Commission for the management of the Housing 
Rehabilitation Program through June 30, 2007 in a form approved by the City Attorney. 
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AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Appeal of TA 2004-0012 (TC-MU FOR AGENDA OF: 6-12-06 BILL NO: 06105 

Commercial Use Restriction Amendment) 
Mayor's Approval: 

t / 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CDD ~[LcP( 
'\I u 

DATE SUBMITTED: 6-5-06 

CLEARANCES: City Attorney al( * Devel. Services 

PROCEEDING: Public Hearing EXHIBITS: Exhibit A - Staff Memorandum dated 
6-5-06 responding to appeal issues. 
Exhibit B - Letter of appeal with 
exhibits. 
Exhibit C - Correspondence from 
Neighbors SW NAC 
Exhibits D through S Planning 
Commission record. See table of 
contents for complete listing. 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
The Town Center - Multiple Use (TC-MU) zoning was established in 1999 after an extensive two-year 
study as a part of the Murrav Scholls Town Center (MSTC) Plan. The use restriction which limits 
indi"idua1 retail uses to a footprint of no more than 50,000 square feet was adopted as a part of the 
MSTC planning effort in 1999. The TC-MU zoning was first applied to land in the former Progress 
Quarry and then applied to a portion of the Teufel Nursery fronting along Barnes Road when the Teufel 
Nursery property was annexed into the City in 2004. 

The Planning Commission held a series of public hearings on the proposed text amendment beginning 
on April 20, 2005 through March 8, 2006. At the conclusion of the March 8, 2006 meeting, the 
Commission decided to recommend approval of the proposed text amendment. The decision to 
recommend approval was split 5-2 with Commissioners Kroger and Winter dissenting. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
A staff report in response to the appeal and the Planning Commission record on this matter is attached 
to this Agenda Bill for Council consideration. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Staff recommend that the City Council confirm the recommendation of approval made by the Planning 
Commission at the March 8, 2006 regular Commission meeting as summarized in Land Use Order 
1853. Staff further recommend that the City Council direct staff to prepare the necessary ordinance 
and schedule the Development Code text amendment for first reading at the earliest convenient date. 
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CITY OF BEAVERTON 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO: City Council 

STAFF REPORT DATE: Monday June 5,2006 

STAFF: Steven A. Sparks, AICP, Development Services Manage 

SUBJECT: APP 2006-0001 (Appeal of TA 2004-0012 (TC-MU 
Commercial Use Restriction Amendment)) 

REQUEST: Proposal to amend Development Code Section 
20.20.30.2.D.3. to create an alternative retail trade use 
restriction that would allow individual retail use 
footprints to exceed 50,000 square feet. 

APPELLANTS: Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna 

APPLICANT: Gramor Development, Inc. 
19767 SW 72n*., Suite 100 
Tualatin, OR. 97062 

AUTHORIZATION: Ordinance 2050 (Development Code) 

APPLICABLE Ordinance 2050, Section 40.85.15.1.C.l-7 (Text 
CRITERIA: Amendment Approval Criteria) 

HEARING DATE: Monday, June 12,2006 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the proposed text amendment consistent with 
the Planning Commission's recommendation and deny the 
appeal. 

APP 2006-0001 (TC-MU Retail Restriction Amendment) 
June 12, 2006 Page 

0 0 3  



A. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The staff report prepared for the January 11, 2006 Planning Commission hearing 
summarizes the legislative history for the subject Development Code requirement. 
Staff incorporate the discussion contained in that report by reference in this report. 
The discussion on legislative history is located at  pages 438 through 439 of the 
Council's packet for this agenda bill item. 

B. PROJECT HISTORY 

The staff report prepared for the January 11, 2006 Planning Commission hearing 
summarizes the project history of the proposed Development Code text amendment 
and the new proposal for a development agreement. Staff incorporate the 
discussion contained in that report by reference in this report. The discussion on 
project history is located at  pages 440 through 441 of the Council's packet for this 
agenda bill item. 

C. ISSUES O F  APPEAL 

One (1) appeal of the Planning Commission recommendation to approve TA 2004- 
0012 has been filed which was done so in accordance with Section 50.75. of the 
Development Code. The appeal was filed by Ms. Kim Levin and Ms. Sarah Yahna. 

The appeal asserts that the Planning Commission erred in its decision to 
recommend approval of the TC-MU Commercial Use Restriction text amendment 
(TA 2004-0012) because the amendment fails to meet approval criteria numbers 
40.85.15.1.C.3, 4, and 6. In addition to the quoted approval criteria, the appellant 
further asserts that the proposed text amendment is not consistent with the 
purpose of a text amendment as stated in Section 40.85.05 of the Development 
Code. The following is staffs response to the four (4) issues as stated in the letter of 
appeal dated March 31, 2006. 

1. Text Amendment approval criterion no. 3 

The subject approval criterion reads as follows: "The proposed text amendment is 
consistent with the provisions of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan. " 

The appellants argue that allowing big box retail uses is not consistent with the 
provisions of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP). 
The argument continues that big box stores are "accompanied by seas of 
automobiles. Minimal regard is made to local use and pedestrians." 

APP 2006-0001 (TC-MU Retail Restriction Amendment) 
June 12,2006 Page 



Implementation of the Metro 2040 Growth Concept design types, e.g. Regional 
Center, Town Centers, and Employment Areas, was left to each jurisdiction within 
the Urban Growth Boundary. The Metro UGMFP does specify that a characteristic 
of the Town Center design type is that the area should have a density of 60 persons 
per acre. This density is to be achieved by employment and housing. The UGMFP 
does not state how to achieve this density. Title 2 of the UGMFP discusses the 
regional parking strategy. Title 2 differs from Title 1 in that Title 2 does contain 
specific standards to implement. Title 2 states that for certain uses, jurisdictions 
must adopt minimum and maximum parking standards. Retail uses are one of the 
uses included in the UGMFP Title 2 parking tables. 

As a component of Title 1 compliance, the City undertook an extensive planning 
study of the area then known as the Murray Scholls Town Center (MSTC) in 1997 
and 1998. One of the results of the MSTC study was new Development Code text 
for a new zoning district, Town Center - Multiple Use (TC-MU). Retail uses are 
identified as  permitted uses in the TC-MU zone. However, the footprint of 
individual retail use buildings were limited to 50,000 square feet. It is this 
provision that the applicant proposes to amend. 

The MSTC study area is not the only Town Center in Beaverton. The site of the 
Teufel Nursery is also designated a Town Center and that area underwent a town 
center planning study when the area was still in the jurisdiction of Washington 
County. That town center is known as the Cedar Mill Town Center area. When the 
City annexed the Teufel Nursery site, the portion of the site bordering Barnes Road 
received the TC-MU zoning designation. Therefore, the proposed amendment will 
also affect that area which is zoned TC-MU. 

As for Title 2 compliance, the City has amended its code to be consistent with the 
parking requirements specified by Title 2 of the UGMFP. 

The appellant is incorrect in claiming the amendment is inconsistent with the 
Metro UGMFP. The UGMFP does not specify maximum size limits for retail uses. 
Further, any retail use proposed must meet the minimum and not exceed the 
maximum parking limits specified in the Development Code. While a large parking 
are may occur with a development, the parking area will be consistent with Code 
provisions. In determining consistency with the Metro UGMFP, the Planning 
Commission relied on the findings provided by the applicant. The findings of the 
applicant can be found on pages 468 through 474 of the Council's packet for this 
agenda bill item. 

2. Text Amendment approval criterion no. 4 

The subject approval criterion reads as follows: "The proposed text amendment is 
consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan." 

APP 2006-0001 (TC-MU Retail Restriction Amendment) 
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The appellant asserts that the proposed amendment is not consistent with the 
policies supporting Goals 3.5.1 and 3.7.1 in the Comprehensive Plan. The 
appellants do not specify which policies the amendment is inconsistent. In 
determining consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Commission 
relied on the findings provided by the applicant. The findings of the applicant can 
be found on pages 475 through 482 of the Council's packet for this agenda bill item. 

3. Text Amendment approval criterion no. 6 

The subject approval criterion reads as follows: "The proposed amendment is 
consistent with all applicable City ordinance requirements and regulations." 

The appellant asserts that the proposed amendment "failed to demonstrate 
compliance with the Teufel Ordinance (Cedar Mill Town Center)." The Teufel 
Ordinance (Ord 4293) is the ordinance the City adopted when applying zoning to 
the Teufel site after annexation took place. The Teufel Ordinance carried forward 
provisions of the Cedar Mill Town Center plan which were applicable to the Teufel 
site. The applicant provided a response in their application narrative to 
demonstrate compliance with the Teufel Ordinance. This can be found on pages 485 
through 486 of the Council's packet for this agenda bill item. The Planning 
Commission relied on these findings in rendering their decision on this approval 
criterion. 

4. Purpose statement of 40.85.05 

The purpose statement is not an approval criterion for the text amendment. In fact, 
the last sentence of the purpose section reads "This Section is carried out by the 
approval criteria listed herein." Because the Commission found that the proposed 
amendment met the approval criteria for a text amendment, one will conclude that 
the proposed amendment meets the purpose of the text amendment application. 

D. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

Beginning with the January 11, 2006 Commission hearing, the applicant had 
revised their proposed text amendment to include the ability to enter into a 
development agreement with the City as an alternative to the TC-MU retail 
commercial use restriction. Over the course of several hearings, the Commission 
considered a draft development agreement as envisioned by the proposed text 
amendment to develop a parcel in the TC-MU zone in the former Progress Quarry. 
At the March 8, 2006 hearing, the Commission voted 7-0 t o  recommend denial of the 
proposed development agreement. 
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This current proceeding before the City Council is an appeal of the text amendment, 
not the development agreement. The Commission's recommendation on the 
development agreement is not before the City Council and any discussion on the 
development agreement would not be relevant to this appeal of the Commission's 
recommendation for the text amendment application. Staff recommend that the + - 
Council not entertain any discussion on the matter of the development agreement. 
However. since the matter of the text amendment and the development agreement - - 

were intertwined before the Planning Commission, the Council will read the 
Commission's record which contain materials on the proposed development 
agreement. 

E. STAFF RECOMMENDATION(S) 

Staff offer the following recommendation for the June 12, 2006 public hearing for 
APP 2006-0001: 

1. Receive the applicant's and appellant's testimony on the appeal of the 
Planning Commission's recommendation to approve the text amendment. 

2. Deliberate the proposed text amendment considering all testimony, the facts 
and findings presented in the staff reports to the City Council and Planning 
Commission, and issues identified by the Council or the public. 

3. Direct the City Attorney to prepare an ordinance adopting the text 
amendment recommended for approval by the Planning Commission. 

APP 2006-0001 (TC-MU Retail Restriction Amendment) 
June 12,2006 Page 0 0 7  
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Friday, March 3 1,2006 

Mr. Steven Sparks 
Development Services Division 
City of Beaverton 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076 

SUBJECT: Appeal for Case File Number T A Z M 1 2  Town Center Multiple Use 
Zone - Use Restrictions 

Dear Mr. Sparks: 

The purpose of this letter is to formally appeal the Planning Commission's 
recommendation regarding TA2004-0012 Town Center Multipie Use Zone - Use 
Restrictions. 

Kim Levin shall be designated as the contact representative for all pre-appeal hearing 
contact with the City. 

We would like lo reference the wrillen Leslimony we provided regarding this issue as 
evidence of our position being contrary to Planning Commission's recommendation. 

Letter dated Jan~ta~y 19,2006 from Kim Levin (Exhiiif 6.22) 
Letter dated February 9,2006 from Kim Levin (Exhibit 6.27) 
Letter dated November 4,2005 from Sarah Yahna (Exhibit 6.2) 
Letaer dated February 13,2006 from Sarah Yahna (Exhibit 6.32) 

In addition, we would like to make refereze to oral and d e n  tesOnony pvvkled by it 
number of other concerns citizens, including (but not limitedto): 

Letter dated February 13,2006 from Randy GeIIer (EEhbit 6.30) 
Let& dated Febtuary 13,2006 from Christina Geller (Exhibit 6.29) 
Letter dated February 15,2006 from Jeffrey L. Kleinmm (Exhibit 6.50) 
E-mail dated January 5,2006 from Michelle and Tim Burkhart (Exhhit 7.6) 

At a minirnm, the proposed Text Anmdmmt has faikd to meet the approval crkteria set 
forth in Section 40.85.15.1C as follows: 

Criterion #3: The Text Amendment undermines the goals and intent of-the Metro 
Town Center cvncept by enaMing a loophole to otherwise ~eam&e and 
appropriate zoning. The purpose of the loophole is to allow development of "big 
box" &ores awompiinid by seas of automobiles. Minimal regard is made to local 
use and pedestrians. Therefore, the proposed Text Amendment is not consistent 
with the provisions of the Metro Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 



Criterion #4: The Text Amendment would allow for any number of scenarios that 
are not consistent with the City's Comprehensive plan ~ ~ e c i f i c a l l ~ ,  the proposed 
Text Amendment does not show wnsistencv with the wlicies and actions listed to 
support Goals 3.5.1 and 3.7.1 in the comprehensive pian. 

Criterion #6: The Text Amendment application failed to demonstrate compliance 
with the Teufel Ordinance (Cedar Mitt Town Center). 

In addition, the proposed Text Amendment is not consistent with the Purpose stated in 
Section 40.85.05 because it does not reflect changing community conditions, needs, or 
desires. In fact, the commui&y has very strongly expressed support for the TC-MU code 
as it is written. 

We are extremely concerned that approval of the proposed Text Amendment would 
create too much uncertainty and does not ensure processes for public notification and 
involvement in the Development Agreement process. The proposed Text Amendment is 
very nebulous and opens the door for many unfavorable scenarios. 

In sttmmay, we believe the TC-MU code is appropriate as it is written and the proposed 
Text Amendment is not warranted, necessary or helpful. The TC-MU c d e  protects the 
inkresls of the community while still providing a means [or a successl'ul development. 
The applicant has not proven that the Text Amendment meets the specified criteria and 
we would hike to see the Text Amendment application denied. 

We would like to reserve the right to augment this appeal to more fully build our position 
and would suggest that we would have two weeks from the notice that this appeal has 
been accepted to do this. 

Thank you for your consideration of this appeal 

Kim Levin Sarah Yahna 
1241 7 SW Sheldrake Way 12450 SW Harlequin Drive 
Beaverton, OR 97007 Beaverton, OR 97007 

Enclosures: 
Land Usc Dccision Appcal Application 
Exhibits: 6.2,6.22,6.27,6.29,6.30,6.32, 6.50,7.6 
Appeal Fee of $1,276.00 



November 4.2005 

Subject: Gramor Development at Progress Quarry 

Dear Mr. Sparks, 

The purpose of this letter is to express my sincere concern about the proposed changes to 
the existing zoning for the Progress Quarry site North of Barrows Road. 

I am strongly opposed to the building of a "big box" store, such as Fred Meyer, at this 
location for a number of reasons. 

The presence of a "big box" store does not fit in with the vision of a "Town Center" 
concept for this location. This area is surrounded by suburban homes, and a large store 
like Fred Meyer would severely impact the neighborhood and community feeling that 
currently exists. 

It is my understanding that an in-depth study considering many factors, including both 
residential and commercial perspectives, ultimately concluded that the "Town Center" 
concept would strike the most appropriate balance, and I agtee with that conclusion. 

I have seen many other commercial developments that have been successfully 
implemented with the "Town Center" concept, and I would like to see this vision carried 
through on the Progress Quany site. 

This location should be developed to be pedestrian friendly and should serve as a 
resource to the local community. I live within walking distance of the site, and I would 
very much like to be able to walk or ride my bike there, and not be concerned about a sea 
of cars and traffic. 

If you have not received a significant amount of feedback from concerned citizens like 
myself, I can assure you it is not because they are few in numbers. Many residents think 
that this is a "done deal" and that it is too late to do anything about it. It is my 
understanding that this is not a "done deal" and that it is not too late to express real 
concern about potential changes to the zoning for this area. 

I very muoh appreciate your consideration of my position on this issue. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Yahna 



Dear Mr. Sparks, 

I live in the Windsor Park neighborhood that sits between SchoIls Ferry Road and 
Barrows Road. 1 have read the article in the paper this morning regarding Fred Meyer, 
and it just confirms my belief that the City's original vision for this site was right on 
track. 

I believe the City of Beaverton made the right choice when trying to create a Town 
Center tha;t is pedestrian friendly and provides services to the local community. This is 
an opportunity f o r t .  city to dp y b t  is right for the community and continue with the 
original mission and goal of a Town Center. The developer has known from the 
beginning what the-city had planned for this area. Their interests are purely financial. 
The residents in this area are relying on the city to support the best choice for the 
community. 

In the artiale a woman from Sexton Mountain is quoted as saying "we need a Fred 
Meyer". These are exactly the people who want Fred Meyer - "outsiders" driving into 
the community. I'm sure people in King City, Tualatin, parts of Tigard (not Bull 
Mountain) and other areas would enjoy seeing a Fred Meyer. This goes against the goal 
of a Town Center. It is clear to me that allowing Fred Meyer would be ignoring the 
needs of the community and the original intention of the City to make this a 
pedestrianibike friendly community. 

There is simply nothing to be gained by the city to honor this text amendment 
application. Please encourage the commission to support the right choice and hold up 
what the city has planned for this area. This is an opportunity to make a difference in the 
&twe ofthis area and send a message to developers that Beaverton cares about their 
communities and residents. 

12417 SW Sheldrake Way 
Beaverton, OR 97007 
503-524-9472 
Levin4@verizon.net 



February 9,2006 

EXHIBIT 6613 I: 

Steven k Sparks, AICP 
~evelopm&t Services Manager 
Community Development Deparm~ent 
City o f ~ e & m m  - 
P.O. Box 4755, Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

Dear Mr. Sparks and Commission Members, 

I attended the hearing on February 8% regarding the proposed Text Amendment and 
Development Agreement. I did not get a chance to speak. I have an email interest group of 57 
contacts that I wmmunicate with regarding the development at Pmgress Ridge, and I distributed 
hundreds of flyers (along with my neighbws) prior to this meeting. 

I have talked with many people in our area about this issue. I can wunt the residents in 
favor of such a store on one hand. So many people have a passionate concern for what is going on 
in their wmmunity, but they feel theii voice means very little and that the C i  will do &er 
they want. The residents feel as though their wncerns will not be taken seriously, so they do not 
write letters or attead meetings. Please prove them wrong. I know you heard many concerns 
about the development expressed last night, the predominant one being tnrffic. I wuld not cam 
less what the site looks l i e .  What the site will bring to and take away from the community is my 
conaern. I have no doubt that Gramor will deliver a product with a quality appearance. The 
product, however, does not fit in this community. 

One of my Eavorite excerpts Eom last night was the gentlemen talking about fo1Iowing a 
school bus along B m w s  Road. He's so correct. You don't see a school bus on highway 99, or 
Highway 8, etc. Progress Ridge sits in a cluster of neighborhoods. It is not fed by a major 
highway or fteeway. A store of this size does not belong here. If you have not visited our area 
and driven througb the neighborhoods that m u n d  this site, then you must do so before making a 
decision I feel coddent that when you see what we are faced with you will make the right 
choiee. You need to look at how people h m  2 4  miles (and more) away will get to the site. 
From Scholls Feny they will turn left onto 158* and go thm the W~ndsor Park neighborhood - 
why go sll the way down to meet Bmows when it turns into Loon. The shortad thru a 
neighborhood will be their f ist  choice. From the Bull Mountain area and points beyond they will 
tricHe down tbmugh the neighborhoods that border Bmows. Roshak is already used by many as 
a "short cut". Can you imagine what the increased traffic will do to all of these neighbomoods? 
Put yourselves in our houses. 

Last night the applicant said they had met with many neighborhood groups and 
assoaiations. Do you know that not one of those groups mentioned sits directly around the site? 
Of course people in other parts of Beaverton would welcome a beautiful development such as this. 
They will be trading from more than 2-'/2 miles away, and their homes and neighborhods will 
not be affected. My kids would love to ride their bikes to Albertsons or TCBY, but I can't let 
them because the roads are too busy and there is no wntinuous sidewalk from 158~/~cholls Feny 
down to the Murmy Scholls Town Center. 1 had been looking forward to lettinn them ride to the 
Pro.gtess Ridge development, but now do not think that will bipossible with the iotemial influx of 
trafIi6 under the current propaal 

I understand that the 50,000 square-foot foot print might be too small for an anchor, but 
why can't there be some middle ground? lust because Fred Meyer doesn't build stores of 65,000 - 
75,000 square feet doesn't mean we should suffer. Why does it have to be a Fred Meyer? I think 
the applicant made a mistake by assuming they could change the code, when in fact they should 
have tried to work within it h m  the beginning. 



Please listen to the people who are relying upon you to make the right choice for their 
community. This is an oppoMty  to show people that the public hearing process works and 
community involvement is important and meaningful. The wmmission has a very difficult task at 
hand. The decision made here will shape the fitwe of this area and afed the livability for the 
citimetw you represeat. I have seen for myselfthat Oramor has the best sales people money can 
buy, and I'm sure you will get quite a pertonuance on March gh. They will have their attorney, 
their wnaultants, theii staff members, Mr. Fred Mayer, and perhaps a powerpoint presentation - 
but pluse don't be swayed. The c i t i n s  can't compete with such a "show". We can only tell 
you that &om the bottom of our hearts this is not the tight choice for our community. I hope we 
can wunt on you to represent our community and make the best decision for these citiins of 
Beayerton. In closing, please remember you are the CARETAI(EBS of THIS COMMUNITY'S 
MStON. 

1 n 



February 13,2006 

Beaverton Planning Commission 
Attn: Steven A. Sparks 
4755 SW Griffith Dr. 
Beaverton, OR 97005 

EXHIBIT 
Dear Mr. Sparks, 

I am very concerned about an attempt by Gramor Development to amend the text of the 
Murray Saholls Town Center (or Town Center Multiple Use [TC-MU]) code and I would 
like to formally declare my opposition to the amendment. I also want to voice my 
opposition to any attempt by a big box retailer or their representative developer to amend 
the TC-MY code so that it provides a means to build on a TC-MU site without the 
restrictionof the existing code due to the developer's self-assessed,opinion on the 
definition lof economic viability as it relates to the TC-MU designated sites. That is, any 
amendment to the code allowing for an "escape clause" must be very strictly controlled 
such that the burden of proof required for the consideration of any such exception to the 
present sp*t and letter of the code be reasonably thorough and unbiased as determined 
by the Plaming Commission. This burden of proof must show that all reasonable 
avenues of development have been explored within the restrictions of the code and found 
economically untenable. 

Also, in my review of the Planning Commission's Staff Report on the request for a text 
amendment by Gramor Development I am disturbed by what I see. It is not difficult to 
ascertain %om the request that Gramor Development opposes the Murray Scholls Town 
Center vision both in spirit and in letter. It appears that this opposition is further fueled 
by the desires of their client, Krogermred Meyer, who would very much like to construct 
a "big box" department store on the Progress Quarry site. Gramor Development is acting 
primarily an behalf of their client and their own financial gain. That is not bad, per se, 
but it is the responsibility of citizens, the Planning Commission, and the City to ensure 
that the present vision of the Murray Scholls Town Center and its strategic place in the 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept are not lost simply because one developer and their client 
find the code too restrictive. 

I N l y  expect to see the Progress Quarry site developed according to the TC-MU code as 
it exists today. I truly appreciate the effort and accomplishment of the Murray Scholls 
Town Center Planning Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission, and I look 
fonvard to enjoying the benefits of the & of this vision carried out at the Progress 
Quarry site. 

In case the Planning Commission is somehow persuaded to accommodate the request of 
Gramor Development, I would then ask that no construction start until both the Murrav 
Road and the ~ & e s  Road extensions are completed. The eastern Barrows Road & 

. 
Scholls Ferry Road intersection cannot presently handle the local frafflc adequately 



during peak and non-peak h o w .  For example, many cars attempting to turn left !?om 
Scholls Ferry road onto Barrows Road at that intersection are often left in precarious 
positions or are compelled to move their car to restricted positions (warranting citation) 
to be out of harm's way or to keep from obstructing traffic on Scholls Ferry. It is 
questionable whether Barrows Road could adequately accommodate both the local traffic 
and the non-local traffic generated by a big-box store even if the road extensions are 
completed, but I would ask that the Planning Commission at least delay any such 
construction pending the aforementioned improvements. 

Needless to say, there will be a large number of neighborhood residents negatively 
impacted by the increased neighborhood traffic flow that would occy  as non-local 
shoppers find more expedient routes to their closest rerrional Fred Meyer Superstore. 
Many people would come from King City, Sherwood, and the east and south sides of 
Bull Mountain through the neiehborhood streets to reach their destination. 

Additionally, I watched a very disturbing news story the other day where it exposed the 
serious nature of overnight camping that occurs in vehicles and vans in the parking lots of 
super stores like the one proposed. It highlighted Wal-Mart, Target, and Fred Meyer 
Stores where la& enforcement were arresting individuals for illegal drug possession, drug 
dealing, apd mobile methamphetamine labs. Just the thought of this occurring in our own 
back yards and exposing that threat to our children was extremely alarming. 

Again, I wk that the Planning Commission seek to preserve the vision of the Murray 
i 

i; Scholls Town Center text as amended in 1999 without materially significant change 
unless all reasonable avenues of compliance have been explored and found untenable by 
the P l d g  Commission. 

Yours truly, 

- 
Christina Oieller 
12490 S W Harlequin Drive 
Beaverton, OR 97007 
Phone: 503-590-0897 
Email: ttny42@comcast.net 



February 13,2006 

Beaverton Planning Commission 
Attn: Steven A. Sparks 
4755 SW Griffith Dr. 
Beaverton, OR 97005 EXHIBIT 61% bt 

Dear Mr. Sparks, 

I am very concerned about an attempt by Gramor Development to amend the text of the 
Murray Scholls Town Center (or Town Center Multiple Use [TC-MU]) code and I would 
like to formally declare my opposition to the amendment. I also want to voice my 
opposition to any attempt by a big box retailer or their representative developer to amend 
the TC-MV code so that it provides a means to build 011 a TC-MU site without the 
restriction of the existing code due to the developer's self-assessed opinion on the 
d e f ~ t i o n  of economic viability as it relates to the TC-MU designated sites. That is, any 
amendment to the code allowing for an "escape clause" must be very strictly controlled 
such that the burden of proof required for the consideration of any such exception to the 
present spirit and letter of the code be reasonably thorough and unbiased as determined 
by the Pl-g Commission. This burden of proof must show that all reasonable 
avenues of development have been explored within the restrictions of the code and found 
economically untenable. 

Also, in my review of the Planning Commission's Staff Report on the request for a text 
amendment by Gramor Development I am disturbed by what I see. It is not difficult to 
ascertain from the request that Otamor Development opposes the Murray Scholls Town 
Center vision both in spirit and in letter. It appears that this opposition is further fueled 
by the desines of their client, Krogermred Meyer, who would very much like to construct 
a "big box'Yepartment store on the Progress Quarry site. Gramor Development is acting 
primarily o t ~  behalf of their client and their own financial gain. That is not bad, per se, 
but it is theresponsibility of citizens, the Planning Commission, and the City to ensure 
that the pre$ent vision of the Murray Scholls Town Center and its stratepic vlace in the 
Metro 2040 Growth Concept are not lost simply because one developer and their client 
find the code too restrictive. 

I fully expect to see the Progress Quarry site developed according to the TC-MU code as 
it exists todhy. I truly appreciate the effort and accomplishment of the Murray Scholls 
Town Center Planning Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission, and I look 
forward to anjoying the benefits of the & of this vision carried out at the Progress 
Quarry site. 

In case the Planning Commission is somehow persuaded to accommodate the request of 
Gramor Development, I would then ask that no construction start until both the Murray 
Road and the Davies Road extensions are completed. The eastern Barrows Road & 
Scholls Ferry Road intersection cannot presently handle the local traffic adequately 



during peak and non-peak hours. For example, many cars attempting to turn left from 
i Scholls Ferry road onto Barrows Road at that intersection are often left in precarious 

positions or are compelled to.move their car to restricted positions (warranting citation) 
to be out of harm's way or to keep from obstructing traffic on Scholls Feny. It is 
questionable whether Barrows Road could adequately accommodate both the local traffic 
and the non-local traffic generated by a big-box store even if the road extensions are 
completed, but I would ask that the Planning Commission at least delay any such 
construction pending the aforementioned improvements. 

Needless to say, there will be a large number of neighborhood residents negatively 
impacted by the increased neighborhood traffic flow that would occur as non-local 
shoppers f i d  more expedient routes to their closest regional Fred Meyer Superstore. 
Many people would come fiom King City, Sherwood, and the east and south sides of 
Bull Moumtain through the neighborhood streets to reach their destination. 

Additionally, I watched a very disturbing news story the other day where it exposed the 
serious nature of overnight camping that occurs in vehicles and vans in the parking lots of 
super stores like the one proposed. It highlighted Wal-Mart, Target, and Fred Meyer 
Stores where law enforcement were arresting individuals for illegal drug possession, drug 
dealing, and mobile methamphetamine labs. Just the thought of this occurring in our own 
back yards and exposing that threat to our children was extremely alarming. 

Again, I ask that the Planning Commission seek to preserve the vision of the Murray 
Scholls T o m  Center text as amended in 1999 without materially significant change 
unless all reasonable avenues of compliance have been explored and found untenable by 
the Plannirlg Commission. 

Yours truly, 

Randy ~ e l l p d  
12490 S W Harlequin Drive 
Beaverton, OR 97007 
Phone: 503.590-0897 
Email: nwgmsh@comcast.net 



February, 13 2006 

Beaverton Planning Commission 
Attn: Steven A. Sparks 
4755 SW Griffith Dr. 
Beaverton, OR 97005 

Dear Mr. Sparks, 

The purpose of this letter is to present to you and the Planning Commission my concerns 
and positiqn regarding Gramor's proposed Text Amendment for the Progress Ridge site 
north of B&rrows Road. 

I am not a@ activist; I &n simply a very concerned citizen of the City of Beaverton. I am 
also very reasonable. My concerns are very real and very valid, and these concerns are 
shared by many members of my neighborhood and surrounding community. 

Gramor would like you to believe that my concern (the community's concern) is simply 
the aesthetics. This is not the issue. Many of us attended the Planning Commission 
meeting on February 8". We have seen the pretty pictures and proposed "faux rooftops" 
and we still do not want to see the proposed Text Amendment approved. 

The real is$ues are much more serious than the appearance of the buildmgs and 
landscaping. Let's consider two important issues: t r a c  and community. 

Traffic 
Gramor's trafic engineer provided a very simplified explanation that the overall square 
footage of retail space is what will drive the volume of traffic - not how that space is 
divvyed upi. Common sense tells us that this is not true. A store the size of the proposed 
Fred Meyet will need to draw customers !?om a much larger radius than originally 
anticipated in order to be "successful". A series of smaller stores can all be successful 
without drrlwina the same amount of traffic. Many traffic engineering exverts would - 
agree that the tvDe and size of the anchor store does matter &d can definitely impact the 
number of trips generated. We should not allow this point to be over-simplified. 

Communiq 
A pedestridn hendly town center is a financially viable solution for Progress Ridge, and 
it is one a t  will promote a sense of community. One argument presented by Gramor is 
that the prqposed Fred Meyer will provide 8-10 essential community senices. This is in 
direct conflict with the Town Center vision. We do not want a single retailer providing 8- 
10 "essentitil services". This is not in the spirit of the TC-MU code. We would like to 
support smaller businesses and see those services provided by different retailers - not by 
a "mega" Fred-Meyer. The anchor store should not be so large and all-encompassing that 
it contradicts the overall vision for the community. 



It is my understanding that the only somewhat convincing argument put forth by Gramor 
is that the center cannot be financially viable without an anchor tenant. As a reasonable 
person, I can agree with this position - in general. But let's talk details. As it is written, 
the Town Center code allows for such an anchor tenant - not to exceed 50,000 square 
feet. Gramor's proposal would more than TRlPLE this size! This is simply unacceptable. 
Keep in mind that the Albertson's on Barrows and Walnut is less than 40,000 square feet. 

There are many examples of successful developments where the anchor store is not 
enormous. I will gladly consider supporting a request for a variance to the code that 
grants a reasonable amount of additional space - perhaps 75,000 square feet. Perhaps 
more. But to jump from 50,000 square feet to 172,000 square feet is not necessary and 
would be detrimental to our community. 

There is aqother way - a better way. But due to Gramor's commitment to their client, 
Fred ~ e ~ d r ,  they will not consider another way. Gramor is not in a position to make a 
decision that is best for our community. Gramor's job is to make money and support 
their client Gramor's interests do not consider what is truly best for the neighborhood, 
the c o m m ~ t y ,  the City of Beaverton. It is our job to ensure our interests are protected - 
a developar will not do this for us! 

Our plea t~ you and to the Planning Commission is that you Gramor find the 
"middle m u n d .  Grarnor has not done due diligence by pursuing solutions that would 
more closdly adhere to the TC-MU code. 

The purpo$e of a Text Amendment should be to allow for an alternative IF it is what is 
best for thd community - IF the community supports it. The community does not support 
this effort, land therefore the Text Amendment should not be allowed. We should only 
"bend the Nes" if it's what the citizens of Beaverton want and support, only if it is what 
is best for our community, not just because it is best for a developer and their client. 

Gramor's qgument seems to be that the only way for this center to be successll is to 
have a anchor store. But there are other options. A moderately sized anchor store, 
such as a New Seasons or Zupan's, could be very successful at this location. There are 
numerous Other options, as well. Even a moderately sized Fred Meyer could be very 
successll. Success for the community as a whole should be our goal. Where is the 
balance? 

Unfortunatiely, we do not have the funding to pay for a traffic study or a development 
analysis twt  would support our position. This does not mean Gramor is right and we are 
wrong. It only means that ~ r a m b r  has money and resources to hire the experts they need 
to support their position. I am certain that a number of independent experts would agree 
with my pdsition - there are numerous real world examples to support it. 

One example I am familiar with is DC Ranch Marketplace in Scottsdale, AZ. Clearly 
there are ditlerences between Scottsdale and Beaverton - so it is not a direct comparison, 
But the spitit of the Town Center is achieved very well at DC Ranch Marketplace. The 
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anchor store is Safeway and the center is extremely viable and well-loved by the 
community. htt~://www.dcranch.com/marketstrdindex.~h~ 

If Fred Meyer is not interested in building a reasonably sized anchor store at Progress 
Ridge, then they should consider a different location for their "flagship" store. A store of 
this size does not fit in this location. 

In summary, I am willing to concede that perhaps the TC-MU code does not perfectly 
account for the needs of the Progress Quarry development today, but I am not convinced 
that a 172~000 square foot Fred Meyer is our only option. Yes, by definition, any 
successful tenant will draw t r a c .  I understand that. But the amount of traffic and the sea 
of parking, and impact that a single store of this size will have on our community are not 
acceptabld. 

Thank you for listening. Please help to make our efforts worthwhile. 

Sincerely, 

W'bJ" 
Sarah Yahpa 
12450 SW Harlequin Drive 
Beaverton, OR 97007 
(971) 22243624 
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I JEFPREYL.KL'Em 
Attorney at Law 

! The Ambasmior 
j 1207 S.W. Sixth Av-e 
I 
I 

Portland, Oregon 97204 

Ccso EXHIBIT . 

I Telephone (503) 248-0808 
Fax (503) 228-4529 

j 
F ! A C S I M I L E  M E S S A G E  

DATE: TIME: 4 :15  p,m. 

TO: steven SBarlca 

PAX (503b 526-3720 

FROM: ,efihj L. m- ESq. 

PAGES: A )uding cover) 

Re: TA ?004-0012 

comments: please place thFs memorandum in the above case file. 

i 
i 

If you do not mc@ive all the dagw clearly, pleased (503) 248-0808. Thank you. 
I 
I 

~~--m.-----.*-=t+----~__I~eeeeeeeeee~=I-.-=== 

UNLESS OTEERWISB XNDICATBQ TEE XNMRMAZlON CONTUh'ED lN THlS FACSIMELB hiESSAGE IS 
W M ) W I I O N  PROTECXW BY TRZl AITDRNEY-CWBNT AND/OR AlXUWBY WORX PRODUCT 
PRIYILBGBS. IT IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE NDNlDUAL NAMED ABOVB, Ah'D TRB P m Q E S  
ARE NOT WAIVED BY !l'EXS ZIAVIhV BEIZlV9BNl'BYFAC-. IF= READER OF THIS 
FACSIMILE, OR T&G AGEiVTRHSPONSlW! TODRUVERll'TO TBBNAMBDRtlCIPIE~, 
IS NOT !l¶E I m W D  RB&PXE~T, IVU ARB -BY NOFZFIED ZPUT ANY DIS8EbflNAAnON, 
oISTRZBUl7ON. ~ J R  COCOPP~N~ OF TRIS C O M M U M C A ~ ~ N  IS STRIClZY PR0RIBITm:D. IF YOU IUVH 
Rsc~mD TRis ~ O M M U N ~ ~ A S ~ ~ N  IN ERROR, PLBASR IMMEDUTBLY NOTIFY ME BY TELEPHONE 
AND RETURN l7$B ORIGINAiL MESSAGE TO ME AT THE ABQm ADDRESS W mE U.S. PaSTAL 
SERWCB. YOU m u  BE P R ~ H ~ Y  REIMBURSED F(]R m TELBPHONE AND POSTAGE EXPENSE, 
T E U N ~  mu. 0 2 4  



JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN 
A T ~ O M E Y  AT LAW 6 , 5 ~  d 

THE ~ w S S A D O E  
1207 9.W. SIXTH A V ~ N ~ E  

EXHIBIT 
PORTLAND. ORBOON 87204 

TELEPHONE (SOB) n.rs.0808 
FAX (603) ZB84628 RECEIVED 

Cit of Beaverton 
Deve opment Services 

M E M O R A N D U M  
Y .  

To: ~es!erton Planning Commirrion 

From: ~ e f f t e ~  L. Klelnmrn 

Date: February 15,2006 

Re: TA $004-0012 (TGMU Commercial Restriction) 

I. Introduction 

This memorandumjis submitted on behalf of Save Cedar Mill, h. ("SCM"), in opposition 

to the above text amendment as it affects the TeuEel NurseqdCedar Mill Town Center site, the 

larger site within the TG& zoning district. SCM has members throughout the Cedar Mill area 

who would slnffer praotioal effects and be directly harmed by development pursuant to the 

proposed text amendmen< including but not limited to impairment of the their property values 

resulting froin increased ti&c and from devalopment with lower aesthetic and community values 

than that called for by thejcumnt zoning standards. 

We have reviewed the "Narrative in Support of Application" filed by the applicant. We 

believe it gives short shrih to the applicable criteria, and that the applicant has wholly failed to 
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, , 

. . 

4 meet its b a ~ b  burden of proohunder thoae criteria. This is espmially true as to the cedar 

Town Center. In this reg&/ we will address key tel&mt,@riteria In sequence, as set out in the 
i 

applicant's nmative. 
i 

adequate levels of public senijces. 

LZ. BDC 40.185.15.1.C.4 - Compliance With The Beaverton Compreheneive PIan 

BDC 4D. Us. 15.1 .C.j requires m applicant for a text amendment to demonstrate 

compliaice V&I ~eavwton'.$ Compcehensive Plan. The applicant B l s  to show compliance with 
I 

Goal 3.5.1, Policy "a", to en lure compact urban development at the Cedat Mill Town Center by 1 , ,  

means ofnewly bi$ box stores. The applioaat has also Mled to show compliance with 

the elernents ofpoticy '%" fo) this site, nt pages 17-18 of its nansUve. 
I 

The m e  is true witd respect to Policies "c" (Actions 1- dr), Policy "f"(Actions 1-3) and 
I 

PolioiesUg", "hr', and "i", didcussed at pages 18-21 of the apphnt 'e narrative There is no proof 

of mny~liance Uith the orit& in quedon, with puticuhr regard to the Cedar MU Town Contr 

Ooal3 . f .  1 requires that town centers develop in accordance with community vision and 

consistent with the 2040 Re onal Growth Concept Map. Policy "a" requires new development in 6 
town centers to be regulatd to provide an integrated mix of land uses accasaible to pedestrians 

I 

and bicyoliets, a* well aaa thobe who dtive. As set forth above, the applicant has failed to provide 
I 

any such as8uranOQ with resdect to the Cedar Mill Town Center. The type of big box 

development allowed if not &nwuraged by the propoaed text amendment flies in the face of the 
I 

above palicy The applicand has simply failed to show how, under the proposed text amendment, 

town center devlelopment c & be regulated in the required manner, in particular as to the Cedar 

Mill Town Center. Action 2 requires the City to coneider the prior Washington County Plan for 
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the Cedar Mill Town Center in preparbq it m community plan hllowhg annexation. With Q 
respect to this site, the applicant haa ffiilsd to d r e s s  and the City haa failed to consider the 

Transit Osiented -Retail Commercial Zdug which applied to the site when it was within the 

county's jurisdiction. The +wan= ofbigbox dwelppment fuy. contradicts the purpose and 

requirements &the wuniy'81aoning. 
i 

With rdspect to the P' Mio Pdities qdS-es Element of the comprehensive plan, the t' 
appli~ant stat@ that "[p]ubld services are sufliciently developed to m e  the Town Center 

/ 
dwignated are&% as intended!" 1n:poigt of #st, there is .qo proof whatsoever to support the 

applicant's ~tatpment, espec+ily with regard to :the Murray Hill Town Center. The same is true 

with reapect to  the applica s discussion of the Transportation Element, including Goal 6.2.2 4 
requiring adeqqate circulatidn into and out of  neighborhood^. 

Similar1y, with reape t to the Emnomy .Element of the comprehensive p h ,  the applicant b 
hs failed to dibcuss how cokplianc.e wauLd be ?deved with teapeot to the Cedar Mill Town 

i 

Center. i 
I 

i 

III. BDC k185.15.1.C.4 - Compliance With Other Criteria 1 
Finakly, the appli* suggests,that BDC 40.95.15.1.C.6, which requites the proposed text 

amendment to be "consist& with all applioable Clty ordii- requirements and regulations," is 
i 

satisfied. The applicant su&arilY states that the "Twfel Ordinanw7'is satisfied pursuant to the 
! 

brief and sumn~ary diausd n at pages 27.28 of the nrmattlue. This is simply not the case. The 

applimt has @led to pra 1 I de actual evidenqe demonstrating ~ r n p l i m e  with my of the 
I 

following oriteria undet ser:tion 3 ofthe Teufel Ordinm,~: 
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b 2 Providing the public with mom certdnty regarding fitture development of the 

property. The public hag had a reasonable level of certainty under the preexisting 

square foota& limits. Blawing thoae l i t s  sky high providea a substantially lesser 

level of Wainty. 

• 4 Develop' a plan that wilt produce a high degree of urbanism on the property 

In point of fa , the proposed amendment would Wduce a high degree of r 
suburbanism, 1 the applicant has failed to show how this would not be the case 

8 5 .  The appULt h a  not identified and located a vehimlar and pede~rian 

circulation $em under the proposed amendment. 

. 8. The appl' LL ant has @Id to show how development would be focused around 
I 

an identifiabli pub& g l m  such as a park, square, or plaza 
I 

9. The appUoant has failed to show how the proposed amendment would result in 
I 

the integratidn of Aiffetent uses on the site. 

a 10. The ap icant has failed to show how the proposed amendment would result in pi 
the dwelop$ent of an off-street pnthway and trail syntem relating to surrounding 

I 
I 

neighborhoqds. 
I 

12. The apdlicent has Mlcd to identify how the site will access the surrounding 

arterial syst{m, inoludin$ the required examination of Mendirng Leahy between the 
I 

site and Ce&r  hill^ Blvd. 
I 

@ 13. The apbcant has failid to show how, with respect to the identified study area, 
I 

the north-aduth collector will be designed and aliped to integrate with 
I 



. , -- . I  L V Y U  I L I . L O  t'. Ub 
. . 

dwelopment on the & and provide for appropriate sidewalk widths to asaure an urban, 

pedestrifm Mendly c o h t y .  

For the above reasona, the p m p o d  text amendment m a t  be denied. 

Je* L. EPleinman, 058 #74372 
Attbmey h r  Save Ceder Mill, Inc. 

I 

I 
I 
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Steven Sparks 
i - - 
I~ From: Michelle.Burkhart@CH2M.com 

Sent: Thursday, January 05,2006 9:10 AM 

To: Steven Sparks 
EXHIBIT 2% 

Subject: Public comment - TA 2004-0012 (TC-MU Commercial Restriction) 

Steven -thanks for your time yesterday in explaining the status of this proposed action. Please incorporate the 
following into the public comment presented to the Planning Commission for next Wednesday's meeting: 

The proposed change to the Development Code should be denied. As described in the Staff Report dated April 
13, 2004, the Town Center Multiple Use zoning designation was developed and incorporated into City Code 
through an extensive, collaborative planning process between the City of Beaverton and Metro. This process 
focused on long ranbe goals for future growth and community livability. The proposed modification to the 
Development Code Would essentially provide an 'end-around' the carefully planned zoning criteria that was 
intended to shape the growth of our community in a positive manner. In my opinion, the Town Center Zoning 
mirrors the concept4 successfully implemented in areas of NW, NE and SE Portland, which I believe, represent 
the attainment of thd City of Portland's goals of livability in those areas. Localized services that encourage 
community cohesioll and encourage alternative modes of transportation are key components in my mind to a 
livable community. 

The Town Center Mvltiple Use zoning requirements SHOULD NOT be modified for a particular developer. The 
City should hold all developers to the same standard. If a modification to the zoning designation is desired, that 
modification should Occur through a clear and transparent process addressing the problems and shortfalls of the 
zoning designation. /f such are deemed to exist. 

With respect to the qpecific request by Gramor Development to allow for a development in the Progress Quarry 
area in excess of the maximum 50,000 square feet, I assert that a development of this size is not supportable in 
the proposed locatiop. Every large, 'big box' store of which I am aware is located on a large, arterial road, if not 
the intersection of tdo arterials. The transportation infrastructure that would carry traffic to and from the site are 
not sufficient to supdort the volume of traffic that would be generated by such a development. Barrows Road is 
the only road by whi$h the development would be accessible. Barrows is a two lane road with a single turning 
lane at intersections. As a homeowner within 3 blocks of the proposed development, I know that this would have a 
significant negative impact on the safety and character of our neighborhood. 

Further, the location pf the development is such that the area is highly visible from a large majority of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. A store with a 2-acre roof, acres of parking, and associated lighting would 
significantly impair thle quality of life, not to mention property values, in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

In conclusion, i request that the Planning Commission reject the proposal in its entirety. The modification of the 
zoning requirements is unnecessary and inconsistent with the goals and intent of the original development of the 
Town Center Multipla Use zoning designation. If the modifications to the zoning requirement are approved, I 
strongly encourage the Planning Commission to recommend to the Mayor and City Council that the Development 
Agreement with Gramor Development, Inc. be denied. 

Thank you for your time and consideration 

Michelle and Tim Burkhart 
12974 SW Creekshire Dr. 
503-430-1 190 
Michelle.Burkhart@ch2m.com_ - 
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April 26, 2006 

Neighbors SW NAC 
161 16 SW Falcon Drive 
Beaverton, OR 97007 

Honorable Rob Drake 
City of Beqerton 

Dear MayoF Drake, 

The Board of Neighbors SW NAC has decided in a unanimous vote that it opposes the 
Proposed Text Amendment, TA2004-0012, and that it supports the Appeal of the 
Proposed text Amendment, TA2004-0012, as submitted by Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna 
on March 3il, 2006. 

Warmest ~bgards, 

/?2L*L. 
/ ~ m c e  ~ i l l * r  

Chair 
503 808-94D4 
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Neighbors SW NAC Members' Reqtxest to Sapport Appeal of Proposed Text Amendment 

By signing below, I am confirming my agreement with the following three statements: 

1. I am an eligible participant of the Neighbors Southwest NAC. 
nnmd- 

2. I support the Appeal of TA2004-0012 submitted by Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna on 31,2006. 

3. I would like to request the Neighbors Southwest NAC fo~rx changeitsp&&+stt &pt&c record regarding this issue so 
----~ L 

~- ~ - - ~ ~  ~~~~ 

that it 6I;poiei the poposed Text ~mendment  and supports the above mentioned Appeal. 



=I C3 Neighbors S W  NAC Members7 Request to Support Appeal dPmpord Text Amendment (~A2004--$3 03 

By signing below, I am confirming my agreement with the fobwing three statements: 

1. I am an eligible participant of the Neighbors Southwest NAC. 
$ l ~ h  

2. I suppofi the Appeal of TA2W4-0012 submitted by Kim Levin m d  Sarah Ylhna m @- y 31,2006. 

3. I would like to request the Neighbors S o u t h w e s t N a c : - L  . . - ~ ~ - ~ - ~ ~ ~  ~ ~~ -p-p ~ ~ - ~ 

urrttre y u i c  record regarding this issue so 
t5at ~t opposes the proposed Text Amendment a d  supports the above mentiond Appeal. 



Er 
Neighbors SW NAC Members' Request to Snpport Appeal of Proposed Text Amendment 

0 

By signing below, I am confirming my agreement with the following three statements: -' ( 

1. I am an eligible participant ofthe Neighbors Southwest NAC. 
l\sn& 

2. I support the Appeal of TA20a4-0612 submitted by Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna on MM 31,2006. 

3. i would like to request the Neighbors . Southwest - NAC f a m m & c h m ~ e ~ ~  record regarding this issue so 
t*at itapposes the proposed Text Amendment and supports the above mentioned Appeal. 

# I DATE / PRINT NAME / SIGN NAME / ADDRESS I 



Neighbors SW NAC Members' aequest to Support Appeal of Proposed Text Amendment (TA2004-0012) '22 
m 
0 

By signing below, I am confirmingmy agreement with the following three statements: 

1. I am an eligible participant of the Neighbors Southwest NAC. ro*\" 
2. 1 support the Appeal of TA2004-0012 submitted by Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna on May 31,2006. 

3. I wouldlike to r - t  the Neighbors S o u t h w - v  . . record regarding this issue so 
that it opposes the proposedText Amendment and supports the above mentioned Appeal. 



a 
Neighbors SW NAC Members' Request to Support Appeal of Proposed Text Amendment (TA2004-0012) ~e 

0 
.a 

By signing below, I am confirming my agreement with the following three statements: *%fhi,, -<h 
* ,-',\. 

1. I am an eligible participant of the Neighbors Southwest NAC. "J* p y h  -cqen 
2. I support the Appeal of TAU)04-0012 submitted by Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna on ,J$ 31,2006. 44-~p 

3. I wouldliie to request the Neighbors Southwest ~ NAC formally itspwhk-wrti-cqdkrecord regarding this issue so 

C ~ J  Page 50f ,b 
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Neighbors S W  NAC Members' Request to Support Appeal of Proposed Text Amendment (T-4-&- 
.?Q$, 

:ie';.. 

+g w g  below, I am confirmingmy agreement with the following three statements: .~ : ,??. .- ... 
.~.;.- 

,- L ,~ 

1. Juxn an eligible participant of the Neighbors Southwest NAC. -.& 
p l 6 ~ ~ h  B(%> 

2. I supp 0012 submitted by Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna on 3+$31,2006. 

3. I would like to request tlrpWeigJhbors Sowthwest- c ~ - & w  . . 
~ 

pbbcrecorct regarding this issue so 
that it opposes the proposedll$.P&nendment and supports the above mentioned AppeaL 



City of Beaverton 
Off~ce of the City Recorder 

To: Mayor Drake and Councilors 

From: Sue Nelson, City Recorder 

Date: June 7,2006 

Subject: 1 Agenda Bill 06105: Appeal of TA 2004-0012 
; - Exhibits D through S (Planning 1 Commission Record) 

The agend bill and complete attachments for Agenda Bill 06105 are available for review 
in the City ecorder's Office on the third floor of Beaverton City Hall, 4755 SW Griffith 
Drive, Bea erton, OR. The office is open weekdays between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 
Due to the ize of Exhibits D through S, they were not included with the agenda bill on 
the Web sit ". . 

1 

If you haveany questions regarding this item, please call (503) 526-2650 



MEMORANDUM "make it happenw 

City of Beaverton 
Community Development Department 

To: Mayor Drake and City Council 

43  From: Steven A. Sparks, AICP, Development Services Manager 

Date: June 7,2006 

Subject: 2006-0001 Late Mail Items 

of the staff report for the June 12, 2006 City Council hearing 
Commission's decision to recommend approval of TA 
a number of email correspondence from interested 

attached email correspondence for the Council's 

~or res~ondedce  has been received from: 
I 

Chris McDowell dated June 2, 2006 
dated June 4, 2006 
dated June 5,2006 

June 5, 2006 
June 6, 2006 

APP 2006-0001 - Correspondence 
(06/07/06) 



Case Fi le Numberffroject Name APP 2006-0001 (appeal of TA 2004-0012 TC-MU Corn ... Page 1 o f  1 

Steven Sparks 

From: Kimberly McDowell [kmcdowell@relocationcentral.com] 

Sent: Friday, June 02, 2006 4:49 PM 

To: Steven Sparks 

Subject: Case File NumberlProject Name APP 2006-0001 (appeal of TA 2004-0012 TC-MU Commercial 
Restriction) 

I am writing this in concern to the above proposed Text Amendment. I do not believe this text amendment is 
necessary or warranted. 

ment is too vague and goes against the process of community planning and community 
Code requirements should be met for all proposed projects. I support the current code. 

friendly and pedestrian friendly shopping centers. The developers of the Progress 
a shopping center that meets the requirements of the current code and fits into 

our community. 

I support the appeal jfrom our Home Owner's Association (Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna). 

Sincerely, 

Kimberly and Chris VcDowell 
12865 SW Harlequin Drive 
Beaverton 



Steven Sparks 

From: Steve L. Hensley [stevehensley@verizon.net] 

Sent: Sunday. June 04,2006 I :58 PM 

To: Steven Sparks 

Subject: watermarked stationary.doc 

May 4, 2006 

Attention ~evelobment Services Division 
P.O. Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076 

RE: "Case File Nt/mber/Project Name: APP 2006-0001(Appeal of the TA 2004-0012 TC-MU 
Commercial Resttiction)" 

Dear City of Beaqerton, 

I am writing t is letter to show support for the Town-center Multiple Use (TC-MU) Code as 
it is currently wri en, and to express my support for Kim Levin and Sarah Yahma's appeal of 
the developer's p r" oposed Text Amendment. I believe the developer has not provided sufficient 
evidence that chqnging the Code is necessary or beneficial. I am very concerned about the 
uncertainty the dkvelopers proposed Text Amendment introduces, especially the lack of 
community involdement in future proposed Development Agreements if the Text Amendment 
is approved. I bellieve the developer would provide the best and highest use by designing a 
development that/ adheres to the TC-MU Code instead of focusing on trying to change the 
Code. 

Again, I am vvj-iting to show my support for the Town-center Multiple Use (TC-MU) Code 
which will provid a pedestrian-friendly development that fits well in our community. Thank 
you for your atte tion to this matter, and do not hesitate to contact me if you have any 
questions. 

4 
Sincerely, 

Steve Hensley 

Address: 12390 S b  Harlequin Drive, Beaverton, OR 97007 
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Steven Sparks 

From: McCombs. Jeff [Jeffrey.McCombs@PacifiCorp.com] 

Sent: Monday, June 05,2006 350 PM 

To: Steven Sparks 

Subject: TA 2004-0012 TC-MU appeal 

Mr. Steve Sparks- 
Please include this comment in the testimony in favor of the appeal AGAINST the proposed text 
amendment to the TC-MU code (TA 2004-0012 TC-MU Commercial Restriction). 

I am opposed to t e text amendment and am in favor reversing the earlier decision of the Planning 
Commission on th TA 2004 2004-0012 TC-MU. While I understand that the developer requesting 
the text amendm k: nt  is doing so in order to allow for a very large anchor store, I don't believe this 
practice is in the qest interest of development planning. The reason they are looking for a text 
amendment that ould allow a development agreement in lieu of the development code is that the 
code variances th  $ y would require for their current project stray far beyond anything reasonable. 
They would, in allow the development to proceed in a fashion that would be entirely contrary 
to the original I t  would allow for the construction of a big-box department store with a sea 
of parking and the possibility of a true Town Center. I therefore request that the text 
amendment 

Thank you, 

Jeff McCombs 
16273 SW Becky 
Washington Coun 

This email is confiQentia1 and may be legally privileged, 

It is intended sole1 for the addressee. Access to this email by anyone else, unless expressly approved by 
the sender or an addressee, is unauthorized. 

If you are not the idtended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action omitted or taken 
in reliance on it, is rohibited and may be unlawful. If you believe that you have received this email in 
error, please conta k t the sender, delete this e-mail and destroy all copies. 



Steven Sparks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Baxter, William G [william.g.baxter@intel.com] 
Monday, June 05,2006 454 PM 
Steven Sparks 
Update: Text Amendment for existing TC-MU zoning code 

From: 
Bill Baxter 
15850  SW Towhee Lane 
Beaverton, OR 97007  

TO: 
Steven A. Sparks, 
Development Servic s Manager 
Community Developm nt Department 
City of Beaverton 

f" 
In Reference To: chse File Number/Project Name: APP 2 0 0 6 - 0 0 0 1  (Appeal of TA 2004-0012 TC 
MU Commercial ~estkiction) + Progress Ridge/Progress Quarry 

I am writing to yop as a concerned member of the Beaverton community (between Scholls 
Ferry and Barrows) surrounding Progress Ridge/Progress Quarry. 

I am concerned thab the existing proposal which will allow developers to bypass the TC-MU 
code as written anh enter into a development agreement does not have our community's best 
interest in mind. 

It does not detailwhat the development agreement requirements are. It does not allow the 
its best interests are being met. 
s to allow waiving of particular conditions without agreement from the 
justification to the community it impacts. 

If there is some afjustment that is needed for the viability of TC-MU zones, then that 
should be agreed upon and the code altered with the specifics in mind and documented. I 
understand that so9e areas can be special situations, and we as community should agree on 
what makes a partifular area special and update the code accordingly. I am in strong dis- 
favor with altering the code to allow developers to bypass it. This takes away our power 
as a community. 

The amendement as korded will allow for the code as written to be bypassed removing its 
power and effectiv We should strive to work within the system, and when the 
evidence has demon that adjustements are needed, then the code should be re-written 
to reflect those n 

I have been talkin wlth Klm and Sarah, and I am in strong support of their appeal for the 
proposed adme$dment. 

Please feel free t0 respond with your comments or questions to this e-mail address 

Thanks in advance for listening, 
Bill Baxter 
15850  SW Towhee La 
Beaverton, OR 9700 



fiECEIVED 
JUN 0 6 2006 

clt ot Beaverton 
Deve opment Services ! 

- I - 
From: Bill Athenas 
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 10:57 AM 
To: Steve Sparks (ss arks@ci.beaverton.or.us) i Cc: Sarah Yahna 
Subject: APP 2006-do01 (Appeal of TA 2004-0012 TC-MU Commercial Restriction) 

I 

Dear Mr. Sparks, 
Attached is a letter e my views regarding the above mentioned text amendment. Please contact me if 
there is any dificuty the attachment. 
Thank you. 
Bill Athenas 

-- ~ 
The information co tained in this communication and any attachments is confidential and may be 
privileged, and is f r the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure 
or distribution is pr hibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately 
by replying to this essage and destroy all copies of this message and any attachments. ASML is neither ! 
liable for the proped and complete transmission of the information contained in this communication, nor 
for any delay in its jeceipt. 



To: S. Sparks 
Development Services Division 
City of Beaverton 

JUN 0 6 2006 

Cit or &averton Y Deve opment Services 

From: William G. Athenas 
15400 SW Heron Court 
Beaverton, OR 97007 
503-524-5482 

Re: Case F i e  NumberIProject Name: APP 2006-0001 (Appeal of TA 2004-0012 TC-MU 
Commercia I Restriction) 

Dear Sirs: ; 

to express my opposition to the application by Gramor for a text amendment 
g Town-Center Multiple Use (TC-MU) zoning code and my full support for 
this amendment that is being brought forth by Kim Levin and Sarah Yahna. 
existing TC-MU best serves our area by being pedestrian friendly and 

shopping while avoiding "Big Box" stores. The developer 
the established guidelines rather than trying to circumvent them 

The developer has not shown any clear proof that this 
to the nei~hborhood. 

b 
- 

I am very c ncemed about the uncertainty that will be introduced to the planning process 
by the delib rate vagueness of this amendment which does not specify any developer . . 

Finally I am especially concerned and upset that this 
exclude any and all input from the citizens of this city with 

I feel that this is a very dangerous precedent for the city to 
utter disregard and contempt for citizen involvement in 

this amendment they will be showing an equal 

Thank you, I 

William G. hthenas 



AGENDA BlLL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Public Hearing on Biggi Investment FOR AGENDA OF: 06-12-06 BILL NO: 06106 
Partnership Measure 37 Claim. 

Mayor's Approval: 
/ 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: Citv ~ttornev,@ 

DATE SUBMITTED: 06-08-06 

CLEARANCES: CDDlDevelop Srv _ 

PROCEEDING: Public Hearing EXHIBITS: Map 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Steve Biggi, the property owner of 3661-3775 SW Hall Boulevard and 3720 SW Cedar Hills Boulevard 
(also known as TLID#s 1S109DD00105, 00107 and 00109 respectively) has filed a claim for 
compensation under the provisions of Ballot Measure 37. In the claim, ~ r . .  Biggi states that the City 
owes Mr. Biggi a total of $1,767,125.00 for the imposition of land use restrictions on these properties. 
Specifically, the claim states that imposition of Clean Water Services regulations on the property 
reduces the value of the property by $772,125.00 and the imposition of City zoning regulations 
concerning building orientation, flood plain restrictions, use limitations and sidewalk requirements 
reduces the value of the property by $995,000.00. Beaverton Municipal Code Section 2.07.001 et seq. 
establishes the procedures for processing Ballot Measure 37 claims. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
The City and the Biggis continue to discuss a potential resolution of the Measure 37 claim and need 
additional time to determine if the claim can be resolved. The Biggis have granted the City additional 
time, until July 24 to make a decision. The current expiration date is June 24. 2006. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
Continue this hearing to a date certain of July 17, 2006. 

Agenda Bill No: 06106 



Exhibit Name: Detail Map Exhibit Number: 1 
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AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

SUBJECT: Capital Improvements Plan for Fiscal Years FOR AGENDA OF: 6-12-06 B 
2006107 through 2009110 for Transportation, 
Water. Sewer, and Storm Dra~n Projects MAYOR'S APPROVAL: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: 

DATE SUBMITTED: 5-30-06 

CLEARANCES: Finance 
City Attorney 
Capital Proj. 

PROCEEDING: Public Hearing EXHIBITS: 1. Final Drafl - Capital 
lmprovements Plan for Fiscal 
Years 2006/07 through 
2009/10 

2. Distribution List Draft CIP 
3. Distribution L~st Adopted CIP 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0' BUDGETED $0- REQUIRED $0' 
* There is no additional budget impact because the financial plan in the Capital lmprovements Plan for Fiscal 
Years 2006/07 through 2009/10 is consistent with the City of Beaverton FY 2006107 budget. 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Each year, the City conducts a review of capital project needs, costs, benefits, and priorities for the 
current year and the following three years and updates the Capital lmprovements Plan (CIP). The 
public is invited to provide input to the CIP process. This hearing is intended to provide an 
opportunity for the public to comment on transportation, sewer, water and storm drainage projects 
for FY 2006107 through FY 2009110. After assessment of the comments received at this public 
hearing, the Council may direct staff to revise the CIP. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
The final draft of the Capital lmprovements Plan for Fiscal Years 2006/07 through 2009/10 is 
attached for Council's review (Exhibit 1). This plan is intended to reflect the Council's current 
priorities for infrastructure improvements. Nevertheless, the CIP is a dynamic management tool that 
reflects changing conditions. The Council may choose to change project priorities in response to 
new information from the public, emergency needs, or new sources of funding. 

The financial plan spreadsheets included in this CIP reflect the same capital improvement budget 
appropriations provided in the FY 2006107 budget that is scheduled for adoption at the June 19, 2006 
Council Meeting. The spreadsheets provide an "at a glance" overview of the projects and their 
funding resources that are approved by Council as part of the annual budget process. The CIP 
document also provides project descriptions and drawings for FY 2006107 projects, project names 
and funding estimates for FY 2007108 through FY 2009110 projects, and finally, a "Needs List" for 
infrastructure improvements beyond FY 2009110. The "Needs List" changes frequently as projects 
are identified through routine maintenance activities or special studies. Note that some of the project 
budgets for FY 2006107 are for only one phase of a multi-year project involving design, right-of-way 

Agenda Bill No: 06107 



acquisition and construction. Project phases not included in the FY 2006107 CIP have been 
completed in past years or will be completed in future years. 

In advance of adoption of the FY 2006107 CIP budget, a draft of the FY 2006107 through 2009110 
CIP was distributed on May 12, 2006 to NAC Chairpersons and Board and Committee members for 
their review (Exhibit 2). Comments received from Council, citizens and staff are reflected in this final 
draft CIP. Notice of this hearing was published in the Valley Times on May 25, 2006 and June 1, 
2006. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 
1. Hold public hearing and consider public comment on transportation, water, sewer, and storm 

drain projects. 
2. Direct staff to revise the final draft CIP as appropriate. 
3. Adopt the final Capital Improvements Plan for Fiscal Years 2006/07 through 2009/10 with 

revisions (if applicable) and direct staff to distribute copies to the parties as shown in Exhibit 3. 

Agenda Bill No: 06107 



For Fiscal Years 2006107 through 2009110 

City of Beaverton 
4755 SW Griffith Drive 

PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 

EXHIBIT 1 



Budget Committee and Officers 

Don Walton, Budget Comm~ttee Char  

Ian King, Budget Committee 

Jose Galindez, Budget Committee 

Betty Bode, Council Member 

Denn~s Doyle, Council Member 

Rob Drake, Mayor 

CIP Executive Review Committee 

Linda Adlard, Chief of Staff 

Gary Brentano, Public Works Director 

Ex-Officio Members 

Pete Davis, Project Manager Operations Division 

Teny Waldele, City Engineer 

David Winship, City Utilities Engineer 

Randy Wooley, City Transportation Engineer 

Keith Parker, Budget Committee Vice Chair 

Randy Blake, Budget Comm~ttee 

Catherine Arnold, Council Member 

Cathy Stanton, Council Member 

Bruce Dalrymple, Council Member 

Patrick O'Claire, Finance Director 

Rob Drake, Mayor 
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PROJECT NUMBERIPROJECT NAME INDEX 

This index relates the Project Names in the Financial Plan to the Project Numbers and 
Project Names in the FY2006107 Project Description Section of the CIP. 

Proiect Name Project No. Page No. 

1251h Ave Improvement, Phase 2 3161 
1 551h Ave Street Improvements (Middleton Ct - Rigert Rd) 3228 
1 55'h/~ora PRV and Waterline Improvements 4059 
170th ~ve/173'* Ave (Baseline Rd - Walker Rd) 5037 
1'' St (Stott to Watson) Waterline Improvements 4056 
Allen Blvdl41" Ave Pedestrian Safety Improvement 5055 
Aquifer Storage & Recovery (ASR) Well No. 4 4021B 
Beaverton Creek 16" Waterline Relocation 8022A 
BelAire Creek StormIBlakeney Trunk Sanitary Sewer 8049 
BroadwaylWatson Intersection Improvement 3311A 
Canyon Ln 7100 Block Near 71S' Ave Storm Drain Improvements 8052B 
Canyon Ln 7400 Block Near 751h Ave Storm Drain Improvements 8052C 
Cormorant Dr Sanitary Sewer Repair 6055 
Cornell Rd (Evergreen Pkwy to Bethany Blvd), MSTLP3B 505 1 
Davies Rd (Deer Ln-Hiteon Dr) Sidewalk Improvement 5049 
Elm AveIOak P1 Storm Drainage Improvements 8056 
Erickson Creek Stormwater Quality Structure 8043 
Farmington Rd Waterline Replacement 3302E 
Hall-Watson Beautification Project, Phase 3 3312 
Hall BlvdFarmington Rd Railroad Crossing Improvement 5015F 
HockentHenry Sidewalk & Curb Improvement 5025 
JWC Capacity Projects 3635 
JWC Raw Water Pipeline (Scoggins Dam to WTP) 4063 
Land for Future 15MG Reservoir (Dembach Property) 4019 
Larch, Beech, Maple Area Utility Improvements 6012 
Lombard Avenue - Farmington Rd to Broadway 3306 
Murray Blvd Extension (Scholls Ferry Rd - Barrows Rd) 3229 
Nora RdiPowerline PRV 39 Upgrade wl Telemetry 4068 
Oleson Rd (Fanno Creek - Hall Blvd) 5036 
Park View Lp Storm Drain Improvements 8053 
Rose Biggi Ave Extension (Millikan to LRT) 3309 
Rose Biggi Ave Extension (LRT to Crescent St) 3310 
Scoggins Dam Raise 405 1 
Sexton Mountain 15MG Reservoir 3612 
South Central Area "A" Sanitary Sewer Improvements 6038 
Spinnaker Dr, Windjammer WyICt, and Colony Ct Waterline 4069 

Replacement 
Tigard Interconnect Master Meter No. 2 4032A 
Traffic Enhancement Projects 3223 



Tualaway Ave Sanitary Sewer Improvement 



City of Beaverton 
Capital Improvements Plan 

Introduction 



City of Beaverton 
2006-2007 CIP 

Introduction 

Introduction 

The City of Beaverton Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) is an annually updated document 
with listings of prioritized proposed improvements and expansions of the City's 
infrastructure system to maintain appropriate service levels to existing City residents and 
businesses, and to accommodate population growth and land development. The CIP 
reflects the public improvement needs and priorities and projects the financial resources 
available to fund these needs within a four-year period. The CIP can be modified during 
the fiscal year (FY) through the supplemental budget process as needs, priorities, and 
resources change. Although the CIP is a separate document from the fiscal budget, it is 
used as a road map in preparing and administering the budget. 

The CIP document contains project data sheets and drawings for FY 2006-2007 (06107) 
projects, lists of programmed projects for Fiscal Years 07108 through 09110, and a "needs 
list" of projects in the "out years" beyond FY 09110 for which no funding is projected to 
be available during the four-year period starting FY06/07. 

The CIP is updated and adopted by the City Council on a yearly basis. The update begins 
with comments on a draft prepared by staff in the City's Engineering Department and 
Operations Department. In addition to a review of the draft by the CIP Executive 
Committee, comments are solicited from citizens, organized neighborhood groups, other 
public agencies, and City departments. City staff then compile comments and update 
project lists based on this information, updated deficiency analyses (when available) and 
master plan recommendations, and the projected status of currently funded projects. The 
Finance Department also prepares a preliminary revenue projection for the four fiscal 
years that appear in the CIP. Using the proposed project list and revenue projections, the 
Finance Department produces a financial plan for four fiscal years. The revised draft is 
then sent to the City Council for a public hearing and adoption, or if necessary, further 
revisions and then adoption. 

The City's fiscal year begins on July 1 of each calendar year and ends on June 30 of the 
next calendar year. Each year, the City Council adopts a fiscal budget in June for the 
upcoming fiscal year, as recommended to the Council by the City's Budget Committee. 
By Oregon law, the City of Beaverton can only fund (budget) projects for the current 
fiscal year and upcoming fiscal year. Therefore, only projects in the CIP that are shown 
in fiscal FY 06/07 are actually funded. Programmed, but not funded projects (projects for 
the following three fiscal years are included in the four-year financial plan) are also 
included in the CIP for information purposes. Programmed projects typically provide a 
starting point for the following year's CIP and fiscal budget preparation. 

During the course of any fiscal year, the CIP may be revised or amended by the City 
Council to include projects with a high priority or projects for which an unforeseen 
source of hnding becomes available. Such projects may come from the Needs List or 
may be unforeseen projects needed to address critical problems or needs that had not been 



City of Beaverton 
2006-2007 CIP 

previously identified as needing the City's immediate attention such as projects 
precipitated by new private development. 

Highlights of the CIF' follow. 

Facility, Civic, and Cultural Projects 

None for FY 2006-2007. 

Transportation Projects 

Funding 
Transportation improvements are funded from a combination of sources. Traffic Impact 
Fees (TIF) may be used to fund capacity improvements to certain arterial and collector 
roadways listed in the countywide TIF ordinance. The County's Major Streets 
Transportation Improvement Program (MSTIP) continues to fund improvements to 
selected arterial and collector roadways throughout the County, including projects in 
Beaverton. The Street Fund, which is the City's share of State and County motor vehicle 
fuel taxes and registration fees, may he used to fund improvements to public roadways; 
however, most Street Fund revenues are needed to fund street maintenance needs, 
including the pavement resurfacing program. Street improvements can also be funded by 
the owners of the benefited properties through the formation of a local improvement 
district. The Traffic Enhancement Program uses General Fund monies to fund local 
safety and signal improvements. 

Various grant programs provide funding for safety, capacity, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements. Allocation of most Federal grant funding and some State grant funding is 
coordinated through Metro. Most grant programs require that the City provide funding 
for a portion of the project costs. 

Project Selection Process 
The Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan defines expected transportation 
improvement needs through 2020 and is the primary source for selecting potential 
projects and defining the project scope. The Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Street Improvement 
Master Plan and Action Plan project tables are included in the "Needs Beyond 
FY2009/10" section. 

Most transportation funding sources have specific restrictions on project eligibility. 
These restrictions influence the selection of specific projects. TIF funds can be used only 
on projects specifically listed in the County TIF ordinance. MSTIP funds are assigned to 
specific regional projects. Traffic enhancement funds are resewed for neighborhood 
traffic calming, school safety improvements, and improvements to the citywide traffic 
signal system. The various grant programs each have specific eligibility criteria. In 
addition, the City must typically compete regionally or statewide for grant funding. In 
applying for grant funding, the City selects projects that meet the eligibility criteria and 
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Introduction 

that potentially rank high in the established selection criteria of the grant program. Using 
the project list in the Transportation Element and the criteria of the various funding 
programs, projects are selected to most efficiently use the City's limited transportation 
funds to meet its transportation needs. 

Program 3226, Miscellaneous Transportation and Improvement Projects, is funded ftom 
the Street Fund and addresses small projects that may not be covered in the 
Transportation Element. This program provides a way to respond promptly to resolve 
safety problems or to provide the City's matching share on small grants that cannot be 
anticipated at the time of adoption of the CIP. 

Also included in the CIP is the Street Rehabilitation program that schedules major 
maintenance on the 204 miles of City streets. This program designates the locations of 
and proposed funding for street repaving, sluny seals, crack and joint sealing of 
pavement, and sidewalk ramps. In an effort to better coordinate street rehabilitation 
improvements with underground replacement and expansion projects for water, sewer and 
storm drainage, the Street Rehabilitation program is shown in the CIP. City staff strives 
to improve coordination and scheduling of street resurfacing and underground utility 
construction to minimize digging up streets that have been recently repaved. Sometimes 
emergencies require unscheduled excavation of streets, but it is the City's goal to 
carefully plan for replacement of underground utilities prior to constructing surface 
improvements. 

Fiscal Year (FY) 06-07 Projects 
In FY06-07, there are four Washington County MSTIP (Major Streets Transportation 
Improvement Program) projects within the City of Beaverton: 170'~ Ave1173'~ Ave 
(Baseline Rd to Walker Rd), Oleson Rd (Fanno Creek to Hall Blvd), Lombard Ave 
realignment (Farmington Rd to Broadway), and Cornell Road (Bethany Blvd. to 
Evergreen Parkway). The Lombard Ave project is included in the construction of 
Commuter Rail project and would be delayed if the Commuter Rail project is delayed. 

Federal funding will continue to play the primary role in the Rose Biggi Ave Extension 
(Millikan Wy to Crescent St) project. State funding has been allocated to the Murray 
Blvd Extension (Scholls Feny Rd to Barrows Rd) project. 

Traffic enhancement projects include traffic calming, signal installation and other traffic 
related improvements and are in their final phase. Specific projects have been chosen by 
the Traffic Commission and approved by the City Council. All Traffic Enhancement 
funds have now been allocated to specific projects. 

Traffic Impact Fees are the primary funding source for the 125'~ Avenue Phase 2 project. 
The Phase 2 project will be under design in FY06107. 

The Street Fund is the primary funding source for the Street Rehabilitation Program. 
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On occasion, the General Fund also provides funding for street improvements that have a 
broad community impact. In FY06107 the General Fund is the principal funding source 
for the Hall-Watson Beautification, Phase 3 project. Phase 1 construction was 
completed in FY03-04 as was the design of Phase 2. The design of Phase 3 will be 
completed in FY06107. 

The construction of the Commuter Rail project from Beaverton to Wilsonville may again 
be delayed. This project is under the direction of Washington County and Tn-Met and 
will provide rail improvements associated with commuter rail service between 
Wilsonville and the Beaverton Transit Center. While not a City project, it will affect City 
streets. The project will re-align Lombard Avenue between Farmington Road and the 
Beaverton Transit Center to accommodate extension of the rail line. It will also involve 
revisions to the rail crossings on existing streets. 

Sanitary Sewer Program 

The Sanitary Sewer Program is based on the January 2004 Sanitary Sewer Collection 
System Master Plan and the City's ongoing maintenance history and television scan 
(internal inspection) reports. With visual video images and written maintenance 
information, City staff identify and assess priorities for sanitary sewer projects needed to 
replace sections of the sewer system where the continued cost of maintenance of pipes 
and manholes would be greater than for replacement. The Sanitary Sewer Program 
includes projects in two main categories: "increased-capacity" projects for lines identified 
in the master plan as under capacity, and "replacement" projects for lines that have 
deteriorated past the reasonable point of repair. Planned CIP projects are intended to 
reduce infiltration and inflow of storm water into existing sanitary sewers, reduce 
deficiencies in older sections of the sanitary sewer collection system, and to build extra- 
capacity in the system (upsize underground pipes and manholes) to accommodate new 
development and redevelopment. 

Increased-Capacity Projects 
Recommendations made in the January 2004 Sanitary Sewer Collection System Master 
Plan and a 1995 Clean Water Services master plan are used by City staff to determine 
which projects are necessary to increase the capacity of the sewer system to serve new 
development and in-fill of existing land. In FY 2006-07, construction of increased 
capacity sanitary sewer improvements will continue in the Blakeney Street area and on 
the Rose Biggi Extension project on the old Westgate Theater site. 

Replacement Projects 
The City's sewer system is comprised of approximately 263 miles of piping ranging in 
size from 6 to 21 inches and 8146 manholes. Much of the pipe in older sections of the 
City and some newly annexed areas is nearing or exceeding fifty years of service. A 
program was initiated in FY 1995-96 to fund an ongoing program of replacing 
deteriorated or failing lines. In FY 2006-07, improvements are planned for 1) the 
Sandberg Subdivision on Larch Dr, Larch Ln, Beech Dr and Maple Ave, 2) the South 
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Central "A" area bounded by Allen Blvd, Lombard Ave and Hall Blvd on 1 2 ' ~  St, 13Ih 
St, 14Ih St and 9Ih St, 3) Tualaway Ave from electric St to just south of Canyon Rd, and 
4) a small section of sewer main located in an intermittent drainage channel between 
Cormorant Dr and Waxwing Wy. 

Funding 
The Sewer Program is funded by the Sewer Fund (Program 502 in the City budget). 
"Increased-capacity" projects are financed from System Development Charges (SDCs) 
and "replacement/renewal" projects are financed from monthly sewer service charges and 
the newly enacted City sanitary sewer service charge. 

Drinking Water Program 

The capital improvements listed for the Water Program are based on the 1991 Water 
System Facility Plan (master plan) and draft 2001 Master Plan, replacement/renewal 
projects developed from operation and maintenance history maintained by the Water 
Division, and City participation in Joint Water Commission (JWC) projects. 

The City of Beaverton supplies water to about 66,000 people or 79 percent of the total 
83,106 residents who live within the City limits. The remaining 20 percent of residents in 
Beaverton are supplied water by the Tualatin Valley Water District (TVWD), the West 
Slope Water District and the Raleigh Water District. The primary source of Beaverton's 
City water supply is from the Joint Water Commission water treatment plant located 
south of Forest Grove. The City owns a share in the water treatment plant, entitling the 
City to up to 15 MGD of treated drinking water. 

The City of Beaverton's Drinking Water Program includes both "increased-capacity" 
projects and "replacement" projects. Within the City's water distribution system there are 
five in-town water storage reservoirs, with a total storage volume of 28.25 MGD (not 
including the City's share of JWC storage of 5 MGD). With a current average City water 
demand of 8.4 MGD, the City has a 3.4 day supply of stored drinking water in its in-town 
reservoirs. The City's water distribution system, separate from the JWC supply system, 
consists of approximately 253 miles of pipe, ranging from 4 inches to 36 inches. The 
City's water distribution system contains four pumping stations. These pumping stations 
lift water from the largest water service pressure zone on the valley-floor to the nine 
other higher elevation water pressure zones and two upper elevation water storage 
reservoirs within the City's water service area. The City's on-going replacement of old 
system components and expansion of the water infrastructure system will provide 
improved water service and fire protection to existing City water customers and increased 
water supply to ensure public health and accommodate expected growth. 

Additional information on the City's water system is contained in the City of Beaverton 
2004 Drinking Water Quality Report available on the City Web site (m 
/lwww.beavertonoregon.gov/) in the Capital Improvement/Engineering/WaterNtilities 
section. 
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Joint Water Commission Projects 

In FY06/07 a number of projects will continue to be assessed, such as the Tualatin Basin 
Water Supply Project, which will be either a 40-foot or 25-foot raise of Scoggins Dam 
and a continuation of ongoing improvements to the Water Treatment Plant. The most 
significant project to be completed in FY 06-07 will be the construction of the 20 million 
gallon Fernhill Reservoir No. 2 and associated 72-inch transmission pipeline, and Near 
Term Improvements to the JWC Water Treatment Plant. 

Increased-Capacity Projects 
The master plan identified needed increased capacity improvements to provide safe, 
dependable water service to the City's water customers in conjunction with the build-out 
of vacant land. The plan recommended improvements in the water distribution system, 
storage and transmission system, and the water treatment system. Over the last several 
years the City has allocated considerable funding to Aquifer Storage and Recovery 
(ASR). ASR Well Nos. 1 and 2 located at the Sorrento Water Works Facility produce 
approximately 3 million gallons per day or about 9.5% of the City's total drinking water 
produced each year. The current estimated single-day summertime peak demand for the 
City is near 17 million gallons. ASR Well No. 4, which will add 3 million gallons per 
day more in ASR production, also located near Sorrento Water Works, is scheduled to be 
completed in July 2006. Up to a total of 450 million gallons of treated Joint Water 
Commission (JWC) water will be piped into the groundwater aquifer for recovery during 
the peak summer use. These ASR wells act as virtual underground water storage 
reservoirs to supply water during the summer season. Water supplied by the City's ASR 
wells will help smooth out the summer's water demand spikes through the 19-mile long 
transmission mains and from the JWC treatment. In FY 06107, the City will study a 
future underground storage facility (ASR No. 5) on Mt. Williams Also, increased 
capacity distribution system improvements will occur, on 9th St between Lombard Ave 
and Hall Blvd, and on Allen Blvd between Lombard Ave and Hall Blvd. 

Replacement Projects 
The City has identified approximately 157,800 lineal feet of water lines ranging in size 
from 2 to 18 inches and 1,850 fire hydrants that require replacement over the next 35 
years. The goal of the replacement program is to replace all system piping, valves, and 
fire hydrants before the end of their useful life. In FY 06/07, a waterline replacement and 
upsizing project is programmed in the Sandberg Subdivision on Larch Dr, Larch Ln, 
Beech Dr, and Maple Ave and in the Windjammer Subdivision on Spinnaker Dr, 
Windjammer Wy, Windjammer Ct, and Colony Ct. 

Funding 
The Drinking Water Program is funded by 1) the Water Construction Fund (505) that 
obtains revenue from Water System Development Charges (SDCs), 2) the Water Debt 
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Service Fund (funded by the proceeds of the water revenue bonds), and 3) the Water Fund 
(501) that obtains revenue from water sales, water connection permits, and fees. 

Storm Drainage Program 

The Storm Drainage Program is based on the 1994 Storm Drainage Master Plan, 
engineering consultant studies of specific streams and watersheds in Beaverton such as 
the Central Interceptor study, the Westside Interceptor study, Blakeney Pond (Be1 Aire 
Creek) Drainage study, the Beaverton Eastside Drainage study, and the Beaverton Creek 
Floodplain Restudy and the City's ongoing maintenance history and television scan 
(internal inspection) reports. The 1994 master plan and the aforementioned studies and 
inspection reports identify the improvements that are needed to convey or detain a 25- 
year storm. The priority for the design and construction of the associated improvements 
is based on the highest potential to safeguard public and private property from damage 
due to storm events. 

Storm drain improvements fall into three categories: "increased-capacity" projects to 
upsize pipes that are not large enough to cany runoff from a designated storm event, 
"maintenance and replacement" projects to replace deteriorated or failing pipes in the 
system, and "system expansion" which occurs as new streets are constructed or upgraded. 

The City's storm drainage system is comprised of approximately 201 miles of piping, 
3900 manholes, 8500 catchbasins, and 252 public drainage facilities. 

In FY 2006-07 the City plans to: 

Complete construction of the Bel-Aire Creek storm drainage improvements in 
conjunction with the Blakeney sanitary sewer trunk upsizing. 
Complete construction of storm utility replacements in the Sandberg 
Subdivision (LarchIMaplelBeech) area. 
Complete the design and begin construction of storm drainage improvements 
along Canyon Ln on 71S' Ave and on 751h Ave. 
Construct needed storm drain improvements near Park View Lp and near Elm 
AveIOak PI. 
Coordinate storm utility improvements for the Commuter Rail Project and the 
associated Lombard Ave MSTIP3 project. 
Continue coordination of storm drain improvements for the Oleson Rd MSTIP3 
project and the 170~~1173'~  Ave MSTIP3 project. 

Funding 
Storm drainage improvements are funded by the Storm Drain Fund (513) through utility 
fees set out in Beaverton Code. "Increased-capacity" improvements are financed through 
Systems Development Charges (SDCs), of which there are three: storm water 
conveyance, storm water quantity control, and storm water quality control. "Maintenance 
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and replacement" projects are financed by a $2 per month storm drain surcharge to the 
normal service charge required by the Unified Sewerage Agency. Surcharge revenue is 
segregated from other storm drain revenues to be used for the purposes of operating and 
maintaining the system. "System expansion" improvements are funded as part of street 
improvements by SDC revenue (same three sources stated above), Washington County 
MSTIP funds, MTIP funds, or grant funds. 

FUTURENEEDS 

The last section of the CLP includes a Needs List of improvements for both transportation 
and public utilities. Interested residents and citizen groups may seek to add projects to 
this list by identifying the proposed projects in writing to: 

Gary Brentano 
Director Public Works Department 
City of Beaverton 
PO Box 4755 
Beaverton, OR 97076-4755. 

Upon receipt, City engineering will evaluate each request and respond to the requestor in 
writing with the course of action proposed by the City. The City is particularly interested 
in recommendations that help eliminate or reduce the risk of personal injury or damage to 
private property such as perennial flooding problems. All requests received prior to June 
1,2006 have been included and prioritized in the FY 2006107 CIP. 

The FY2006107 CIP includes repair and maintenance projects that address all known, 
unreasonable risks to private property. The applicable projects in FY2006107 include 
6012,8049,8052B, 8052C, 8053, and 8056. 

Additional information on the City's Capital Improvement Program is available on the 
City Web site (htt~:l/www.beavertonore.~on.~ov/) under City ProjectslCapital 
Improvement. 
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CIP Financial Plan - Street Projects 

FY 06/07 Recommended 

not include thc Street Fund's operating contingency ($800,000) &reserve ti~r equipment ($393.300). 
are to be complctcd by c ~ t y  workers, application of pilving materials only 



Street CIP's & Funding Sources 
For FY07108 through FY09110 

Estimated Resources: 
Cmyover from prior yeiir 
Addition for the year 

Projects 
101 Street 

Const. Overlay 

-, 

W 

114 Grants 

TIF Private $ 

Total Available Resources 

Estinrrted Capital Improvement Projects: 

3161 125th Ave. Extension, Plrasc 2 
S t o w  Watcr, Wetland work - Cunst 

3162 125th Ave Extens~on, Phax 3 
Constmct madway to align ~1125th  Ave. 
(Final Design) 

3229 Murray Ruad Extension (const.) 
3302 Fannington Road, MTLPfSTIP 
3306 Lombard (Broadway to Farmington) MSTIP 
New Rase Biggi Crescent to Hall Blvd 

Skeet Ovcrlay & Ma~ntenance projects: 

Total Uses for Projects 

Remaining Balance 

101 Street 

Const. Overlay 

1,129,194 908,108 5,778,290 2,829,759 

900,000 

582,285 2,249,759 

3 75,000 
67,000 580,000 

908,108 

582,285 908,108 1,042,000 2,829,759 

546,909 4,736,290 0 

5,745,440 

114 

TIF Fund 

546,909 981,781 6,522,814 

1,100,000 

981,781 

0 981,781 1,100,000 

5,422,814 546,909 

546,909 988,622 7.316,529 6,320,000 

322,000 2,816,000 

401,000 3,504.000 

988,622 

0 988,6?2 723,000 6,320,000 

546,909 6,593,529 0 

5,969,723 

101 Street 

Const. Overlay 

7,140,438 

114 Grants 

TIF Fund IGA's 
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CIP Financial Plan -Water 

FY 06/07 Recommended 

(1) See attached sctedule for detail 

Projects, FY 06/07 

Upper Elevat~un 
Water Sys 
155ttfiora PRV 

3635 JWC Capac~ty 

Vulncrahility 

3636 Scoggins Dam 
3637 NTL Ph 3 Transmission 
3638 Femhill Resen'uir 
3639 ASR lf4 
3640 Raw Water P i p e l p  
3641 Demhach Reservoir 
3642 CleamelliWTP 

Maintenance & Replacttmrnt 

361 1 JWC Pmjccts 
3700 Annual Water 
3701 Watcr System 
3705 FITC Hydrmt 

Total Project 

Estimated Ending, Bala 

Storage Siting Evaluation 
Tcl~metry (annual upgrade) 

and Watarline Impmvcments 

ProgramTutal - 3620 

pmjects 

Assessment 

Raise (CWS Project) 
Allocation 

S o  2 & Tmnsmiss~on Lines 

- ScugginsiWTP 
property purchase 

Expansion 

(1) 

.ine Maint. & Replacement Progr,am 
Ianprovemenls 

Replacement Program 

Cost in FY 06/07 

lee @ 6!30!07 

45,000 
35,000 
35,000 
25,000 

84,750 

121,131 
16,438 

1,623,750 
481,508 68,492 

65,037 
333,000 
263,686 

118,316 
100,000 

1,245,000 
20,000 

1,457,639 3,120,153 1,483,316 

5,317,306 0 281,605 - 

45,000 
35,000 
35,000 
25,000 

1,460,000 

84,750 

121,131 
16,438 

1,623,750 
550,000 

65,037 
333,000 
263,686 

118,316 
100,000 

1,245,000 
?0,000 

6,061,108 

5,598,911 
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Maintenance & Replacement Projects Detail 
FY 06/07 Recommended 

~ l ~ o t e  Shad d projects are to be completed by cclty workers, application or mstallatmn of materials only I 

Total for 
Fiscal Year 

24,566 
32,500 
23,750 
37,500 

118,316 

40,000 
60,000 

100,000 

300,000 
250.000 
225,000 
190,000 
125,000 
105,000 
25,000 
20,000 
5,000 

1,245,000 

20,000 

Project 
Cost 

24,566 
32.500 
23.750 
37,500 

40.090 
60.000 

300,000 
250,000 
225.000 
190,000 
125,000 
105,000 
?5.000 
?0,000 
5,000 

20,000 

Pro. 

361 1 Jolnt Water 
Operatln: 
Intake Lng 
Silo 
Hatch A( 

3700 Annual Water 
Rep1acem:nt 
Water 
Small 

370 1 Water Systtbm 
Spinnaker 
Sexton PI/ 
Tigard 

9th St , - 
Allen Bl! 
Famlington 
Water 
Hazel - 

3705 Fire Hydmnt 

ects 

Comlss lon Projects 
Capltal Outlay 
Boom 

DerLolltion 
dition to Sed Basins 

Program Total - 3611 

Llne Mamtenancr & 
Projects 

System Hydraulic Modelmg, Mapping, etc 
Wi~rks - Misc Maintenance & Replacenlent 

Program Total - 3700 

Improvements 
Dr.  Windja~nmer Way & Ct., Colony Ct. 

t Pump Stat~on Upgrade 
InlerconnecVMaster Meter No 2 @arrows Rd) 

LarchiMagleJ$eech Waterlines Replacement 
x m h d  to Hall 
d. - Lombard Ave to Hall Blvd 

Rd - Hocken to Murray (desi~m only) 
Systcm Securlty Upgrades 
E'lckson Ave, to Menlo Ave. 

Program Total - 3701 

Replacement Propram 



CIP's & Funding Sources - Water 
For FY 07/08 through FY 09/10 

Estimated Kesources: 
Carryover from pnur year 
Addition for the year , FY 07108 FY 08/09 RY 09/10 

Total Available Resources 

Estimated Projects: 

Prujerts 

SDC Proieds 

3620 Water Bxtra-Ca~~aclty Supply System 

Funding Sources 
SDC & Bond' Maint. & 
Trsfr Proceeds Repl. 

3635 JWC Crrpacdy projects 
WTP Clcarwell/Capac~ty Imp. 
Other projects 

3636 Scogg~ns Dam Rase Prqect (3 97%) 
3640 Kaw Water Pipeline - Scogglns to WTP (13%) 
New ASRNo 3 or 5, property acquls~tion 

Funding Sources 
SDC & Bond* Maint. 
Trsfr Proceeds Repl. 

361 1 JWC Mlsc. Capital Outlay & Projects 
3700101 Water System Improvements 

3705 Fire Hydrant Replacement Program 

Funding Sources 
SDC & Bond' Maint. & 
Trsfr Proceeds Rcpl. 

Total Uses 3,035,657 0 870,0001 2,955,083 0 925,000( 3,175,010 0 925.000 
I I I 

Remaining Balance 

Total rema~nmg sources 4;323_964 

4,142,359 0 181,605 3;317,758 0 156,605 1,631,330 0 231.605 

Total remalmng 3,474,363 Total remaimng 1,862,935 
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CIP Financial Plan - Sewer 

FY 06/07 Recommended 

Projects for FY 06/07 

"gram 38 1 1 Total 

IJtihty lmprovcrnent 

rugram3850 Total 

Small Works Project 

Program 3852 Total 

Sewer Openltion con set asdc amount - $300,000 

Note Shaded proje bc conlplcted by clty workers, application ur  installalion of materials only 



CIP's & Funding Sources - Sewer 
For FY 07/08 through FY 09/10 

FY 07/08 FY 08109 FY 09110 
Funding Sources 1 Funding Sources 1 Funding Sources 

502 Renewal Grants & I 502 Renewal Grants & 1 502 Renewal Grmt s  & 
SDC Service Sale &Rehab IGA's SDC Service Sale &Rehab IGA'r SOT Service Sale & Rehab IGA's 

AL-01 Alger Tmnk South of SW Allen Blvd 
ER-02 1.atcral ro Encliion lumk b m  SW i7fl St 

and SW 20th Court 
FA-01 Famlllgron RdTmnk btwn SW Munay and 

SW Mcnlo Drive 

Estimated Relourcer: 
Camover iron, pnor year 
Addition for the year 

Total Available Resources 

Estimated CIP Expenditures: 

141.02 14lrf Avc Tmnk b m  SW Llsaand SW Splrca S 
Pro, 5th 0 1  & 02 Ncw Overflawion 5th Smef Trunk 

M ~ s c  Capacity Pro~ccli 
In-house englneenng overhead 

South Censal Area"A" Sannary Sewer imp 
Rehab Prq C South Cenml Arca C 
Rehab Pmi H South Ccnhal Area ll 

2.975.917 1,433,521 455,852 0 
578,943 55,WO 507,023 243,000 

3,554,860 1,488,521 962,875 243,WO 

Rehab Pro, I Sour11 1.oolung Glass Hill Area 
MIEC Rehabtlttdnon Pmjecli 
InhovIe englneenng overhead 

2,590,315 571.521 410.875 0 
552 615 55,000 527.304 228.000 

3,142,930 626.521 938,179 228,WO 

2.766.930 431,521 417,179 0 
418,262 55.000 548,396 268,000 

3,185,192 486,521 965,575 268,000 

Taral User 

Rtmainine Balance 

Total Remaining Resources 

YM.545 917,083 5iZWO 243 .m  

2,590,315 571,521 410,875 0 

3,572.711 

376.000 195,OW 521,UoO 228.000 

2,766,930 431,521 4h.179 0 

3,615,630 

641.723 160,000 601,000 268,000 

2,543,469 326,521 364,575 0 

3,234,565 



City of Beaverton 
CIP Financial Plan - Storm Drain 

FY 06/07 Recommended 

Program 3915 Total 

Program 3916 Total 

Program 3917 Total 

7100 Blwk SW 

Program 3950 Total 

I 

0 Note Shaded pro ects are to be completed by city workers, appl~catlon or installation of materlals only 1 



CIP's & Funding Sources - Storm Drain 
For FY07108 Through FYO9IIO 

3915 Storm Water -- Conrr)m+r Projer!.SD 

~~ -~ 

, . , , .  

s.-.=+n"~afit~:~&~:.;.- ~ 

Small Works ~ r o j c n ~ .  ~ n g  svc.. -din h o ~ ~ ~ 0 1 1  chwgcr 
- -  -~ ~~ I 

I Striilrglc drdlnogs (buffer) s a s m m ~ p r o p ~ y  nquii,tmon 
~~~ 

~~~ ~ 

FY07IOLI FY08109 FYWllO 
Funding Sources I Fundinl: Sources I Fundinq Suvrcer 

513 513 
Cunuey. Q & 0 MarnURepl IGA Conwy. C O Y  0 & Q & l " , m ~ ~ e v l  

I 

Remsinlnl B.l.n<r 

Total Remaining Sources 

1,402,195 627.810 1.210.605 U 

3,240,911 

1,975,314 398.115 561.386 

1,940,876 
7 

1,344,891 496,200 586,161 



( MEMORANDUM 
City of Beaverton 
Office of the City Recorder 

To: 1 Mayor Drake and Councilors 
From: 1 Sue Nelson, City Recorder 
Date: ( June 7,2006 

attachments for Agenda Bill 06107 are available for review 
Office on the third floor of Beaverton City Hall, 4755 SW Griffith 
The office is open weekdays between 8:00 a.m. and 500  p.m. 

of the Capital Improvements Plan, it was not included with the 

Subject: 

If you have bny questions regarding this item, please call (503) 526-2650. 

Agenda Bill 06107: Capital Improvements 
Plan for Fiscal Years 2006107 through 
2009110 for Transportation, Water, Sewer, 
and Storm Drain Projects 



AGENDA BILL 

Beaverton City Council 
Beaverton, Oregon 

06/12/06 

SUBJECT: An Ord~nance Relat~ng To The FOR AGENDA OFSJ&E&i BILL NO: 06093 
Building Code Amending Beaverton 
Code Section 8.02.015 (A) 

Mayor's Approval: 

DEPARTMENT OF ORIGIN: CD 

DATE SUBMITTED: 5-8-06 '.-I 

CLEARANCES: City Attorney & 
PROCEEDING: EXHIBITS: Ordinance 

Exhibit A: Appendix G Flood 
Second Reading and Passage Resistant Construction 

BUDGET IMPACT 

EXPENDITURE AMOUNT APPROPRIATION 
REQUIRED $0 BUDGETED $0 REQUIRED $0 

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE: 
Beaverton Code Sections 9.05.005 through 9.05.170 and Development Code Section 60.10.10 
regulate development in flood hazard areas. The codes require buildings and structures located within 
a flood hazard area to be elevated above the base flood elevation or be flood-proofed to an acceptable 
standard of practice; however, the current codes do not identify the acceptable standards of practice 
for flood-proofing buildings or structures. Beaverton Code Sections 8.02.015 (A) through (G) adopts 
the State Building Codes as required by Oregon Revised Statutes. The State Building Codes include 
Appendix G Flood Resistant Construction that can be adopted by the City. Appendix G contains 
nationally-recognized and accepted standards for construction materials, methods, and practices that 
minimize flood damage to buildings. 

INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
Providing nationally-recognized standards for construction materials, methods, and practices that 
minimize flood damage to buildings; and protects the safety, welfare, and livability of the citizens in the 
City. Building designers benefit from a specified set of standards with which to design buildings or 
structures when they are located within a flood hazard are?. 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Second Reading and Passage 

Agenda Bill No: 06093 



ORDINANCE NO. 4393 

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE BUILDING CODE AMENDING BEAVERTON 
CODE SECTION 8.02.015 (A) 

WHEREAS, Current Beaverton Code Section 9.05.060 and Development Code 60.10.10 
regulate development in flood hazard areas; however, they do not have 
standards for construction materials, methods, and practices that minimize flood 
damage to buildings; and 

WHEREAS, The current Beaverton Code does not have standards for construction materials, 
methods, and practices that minimize flood damage to buildings; and 

WHEREAS, The State Building Code contains Appendix G Flood Resistant Construction that 
can be adopted by the City as necessary to provide standards for construction 
materials, methods, and practices that minimize flood damage to buildings; and 

WHEREAS, Amending portions of Appendix G is necessary to provide standards for 
construction materials, methods, and practices that minimize flood damage to 
buildings and not conflict with the City or Development Codes; now, therefore: 

THE CITY OF BEAVERTON ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. BC 8.02.015(A) is amended to read as follows: 

8.02.015 State Codes. The following State Specialty Codes are adopted as part 
of the Beaverton Code except as otherwise provided in this ordinance: 

A. State of Oregon Structural Specialty Code, as adopted by ORS 455.010 
through 455.895. OAR 918-460-010 through OAR 918-460-015 ("Structural 
Specialty Code") including Appendix G Flood Resistant-Construction 
Sections: G101, G102, G103.1 through 103.3, G103.8, G104.1, G105, G201, 
G401.3 through G401.5, and G501 through G702, as amended. 

Section 2. The Structural Specialty Code Appendix G Flood Resistant Construction is 
amended to read as indicated in the attached Exhibit A. 

First reading this 5th day of ,2006. 

Passed by the Council this - day of ,2006. 

Approved by the Mayor this d a y  of ,2006. 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

SUE NELSON, City Recorder ROB DRAKE, Mayor 

Ordinance No. 4393 Agenda Bill: 06093 



ORDINANCE NO. 4393 
~ x h i b i t ~  

APPENDIX G 
FLOOD-RESISTANT CONSTRUCTION 

SECTION GlOl 
ADMINISTRATION 
G1O1.l Purpose. The purpose of this appendix is to promote the public health, safety and 
general welfare and to minimize public and private losses due to flood conditions in specific 
flood hazard areas through the establishment of comprehensive regulations for management of 
flood hazard areas designed to: 

1. Prevent unnecessary disruption of commerce, access and public service during times 
of flooding; 

2. Manage the alteration of natural flood plains, stream channels and shorelines; 
3. Manage filling, grading, dredging and other development which may increase flood 

damage or erosion potential; 
4. Prevent or regulate the construction of flood haniers which will divert floodwaters or 

which can increase flood hazards; and 
5. Contribute to improved construction techniques in the flood plain. 

G101.2 Objectives. The objectives of this appendix are to protect human life, minimize the 
expenditure of public money for flood control projects, minimize the need for rescue and relief 
efforts associated with flooding, minimize prolonged business intenuption, minimize damage to 
public facilities and utilities, help maintain a stable tax base by providing for the sound use and 
development of flood-prone areas, contribute to improved construction techniques in the flood 
plain and ensure that potential owners and occupants are notified that property is within flood 
hazard areas. 
G101.3 Scope. The provisions of this appendix shall apply to all proposed development in a 
flood hazard area established in Section G102.2. 
G101.4 Violations. Any violation of a provision of this appendix, or failure to comply with a 
permit or variance issued pursuant to this appendix or any requirement of this appendix, shall be 
handled in accordance with BC 8.01.900 and 8.02.020. 

SECTION GI02 
APPLICABILITY 
G102.1 General. This appendix, in conjunction with the Oregon Structural Specialty Code 
(OSSC), provides minimum requirements for development located in flood hazard areas, 
including the installation of utilities, placement and replacement of manufactured homes, new 
construction and repair, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or additions to new construction and 
substantial improvement of existing buildings and structures, including restoration after damage. 
G102.2 Establishment of flood hazard areas. Flood hazard areas are established by BC 
9.05.015 and the City of Beaverton Development Code, Ordinance 2050, Section 60.10.10. 

SECTION GI03 
POWERS AND DUTIES 
G103.1 Permit applications. The building official shall review all building permit applications 
to determine whether the development sites will be reasonably safe from flooding. If a proposed 
development site is in a flood prone area, all new construction and substantial improvements 
(including the placement of prefabricated buildings and manufactured homes) shall be designed 
and constructed with methods, practices and materials that minimize flood damage and that are 
in accordance with this code and ASCE 24. 



G103.2 Other permits. It shall be the responsibility of the building official to assure that 
approval of a proposed development shall not be given until proof that necessary permits have 
been granted by federal or state agencies having jurisdiction over such development. 
G103.3 Determination of design flood elevations. If design flood elevations are not specified, 
the building official is authorized to require the applicant to: 

1. Obtain, review and reasonably utilize data available from a federal, state or other 
source, or 

2. Determine the design flood elevation in accordance with accepted hydrologic and 
hydraulic engineering techniques. Such analyses shall be performed and sealed by a registered 
design professional. Studies, analyses and computations shall be submitted in sufficient detail to 
allow review and approval by the building official. The accuracy of data submitted for such 
determination shall be the responsibility of the applicant. 
G103.4 through G103.7: Not Adopted. 
G103.8 Records. The building official shall maintain a permanent record of all building permits 
issued in flood hazard areas including copies of inspection reports and certifications required by 
OSSC Section 1612. 

SECTION G104: 
PERMITS 
G104.1 Required. Any person, owner or authorized agent who intends to conduct any 
development in a flood hazard area shall first make application to the building official and shall 
obtain the required permits as required in the OSSC. 
G104.2 through 104.5: Not Adopted. 

SECTION GI05 
VARIANCES 
G105.1 General. The board of appeals established pursuant to BC 8.02.030 shall hear and 

A A 

decide requests for variances on buildings and structures and their appurtenances regulated by 
this Appendix. The board of appeals shall base its determinations on technical justifications, and 
has the right to attach such conditions to variances as it deems necessary to further the purposes 
and objective of this appendix and Section 1612 of the OSSC. 
G105.2 Records. The building official shall maintain a permanent record of all variance actions, 
including justification for their issuance. 
G105.3 Historic structures. A variance is authorized to be issued for the repair or rehabilitation 
of a historic structure upon a determination that the proposed repair or rehabilitation will not 
preclude the structure's continued designation as a historic structure, and the variance is the 
minimum necessary to preserve the historic character and design of the structure. 

Exception: Within flood hazard areas, historic structures that are not: 
a. Listed or preliminarily determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of 

Historic Places; or 
b. Determined by the Secretary of the U. S. Department of Interior as contributing to the 

historical significance of a registered historic district or a district preliminarily 
determined to qualify as an historic district; 

c. Designated as historic under a state or local historic preservation program that is 
approved by the Department of Interior. 



G105.4 Functionally dependent facilities. A variance is authorized to be issued for the 
construction or substantial improvement of a functionally dependent facility provided the criteria 
in Section 1612.1 are met and the variance is the minimum necessary to allow the construction or 
substantial improvement, and that all due consideration has been given to methods and materials 
that minimize flood damages during the design flood and create no additional threats to public 
safety. 
G105.5 Restrictions. The board of appeals shall not issue a variance for any proposed 
development in a floodway if any increase in flood levels would result during the base flood 
discharge. 
G105.6 Considerations. In reviewing applications for variances, the board of appeals shall 
consider all technical evaluations, all relevant factors, all other portions of this appendix and the 
following: 

1. The danger that materials and debris may be swept onto other lands resulting in 
further injury or damage; 

2. The danger to life and property due to flooding or erosion damage; 
3. The susceptibility of the proposed development, including contents, to flood damage 

and the effect of such damage on current and future owners; 
4. The importance of the services provided by the proposed development to the 

community; 
5. The availability of alternate locations for the proposed development that are not 

subject to flooding or erosion; 
6. The compatibility of the proposed development with existing and anticipated 

development; 
7. The relationship of the proposed development to the comprehensive plan and flood 

plain management program for that area; 
8. The safety of access to the property in times of flood for ordinary and emergency 

vehicles; 
9. The expected heights, velocity, duration, rate of rise and debris and sediment 

transport of the floodwaters and the effects of wave action, if applicable, expected at the site; and 
10. The costs of providing governmental services during and after flood conditions 

including maintenance and repair of public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical 
and water systems, streets and bridges. 
G105.7 Conditions for issuance. Variances shall only be issued by the board of appeals upon: 

1. A technical showing of good and sufficient cause that the unique characteristics of the 
size, configuration or topography of the site renders the elevation standards inappropriate; 

2. A determination that failure to grant the variance would result in exceptional hardship 
by rendering the lot undevelopable; 

3. A determination that the granting of a variance will not result in increased flood 
heights, additional threats to public safety, extraordinary public expense, nor create nuisances, 
cause fraud on or victimization of the public or conflict with existing local laws or ordinances; 

4. A determination that the variance is the minimum necessary, considering the flood 
hazard, to afford relief; and 

5. Notification to the applicant in writing over the signature of the building official that 
the issuance of a variance to construct a structure below the base flood level will result in 
increased premium rates for flood insurance up to amounts as high as $25 for $100 of insurance 
coverage, and that such construction below the base flood level increases risks to life and 
property. 

SECTION G201 0 0 1  



DEFINITIONS 
G201.1 General. The following words and terms shall, for the purposes of this appendix, have 
the meanings shown herein. Refer to Chapter 2 of the OSSC for general definitions. 
G201.2 Definitions. 
DEVELOPMENT. Any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate, including but 
not limited to buildings or other structures, mining, dredging, filling, grading, paving, excavation 
or drilling operations located within the area of special flood hazard. 
FUNCTIONALLY DEPENDENT FACILITY. A facility which cannot be used for its 
intended purpose unless it is located or canied out in close proximity to water, such as a docking 
or port facility necessary for the loading or unloading of cargo or passengers, shipbuilding or 
ship repair. The term does not include long-term storage, manufacture, sales or service facilities. 
MANUFACTURED HOME. A structure, transportable in one or more sections, which is built 
on a permanent chassis and is designed for use with or without a permanent foundation when 
connected to the required utilities, and as further defined by ORS 446.003. For floodplain 
regulation purposes the term "manufactured home" also includes recreational vehicles, park 
trailers, travel trailers, and other similar vehicles placed on a site for greater than 180 consecutive 
days if permitted to be placed on a permanent foundation, permanently connected to utilities, or 
anchored to the land. For insurance purposes the term "manufactured home" does not include 
park trailers, travel trailers, and other similar vehicles. 
MANUFACTURED HOME PARK OR SUBDIVISION. A parcel (or contiguous parcels) of 
land divided into two or more manufactured home lots for rent or sale. 
RECREATIONAL VEHICLE. A vehicle with or without motive power, which is designed for 
human occupancy and to be used temporarily for recreational, seasonal or emergency purposes 
and specifically includes camping trailers, camping vehicles, motor homes, park trailers, bus 
conversions, van conversions, tent trailers, travel trailers, truck campers, combination vehicles 
which include a recreational vehicle use and any vehicle converted for use or partial use as a 
recreational vehicle. Recreational Vehicle does not include a station wagon, sports utility 
vehicle, van, bus, truck cab-over, utility vehicle or special use vehicle capable of providing 
eating or sleeping facilities unless the vehicle is also equipped with a holding tank, liquid 
petroleum gas or a 110 to 240 volt electrical systems to he used in conjunction with the eating or 
sleeping facilities. If identified in some manner as a recreation vehicle by the manufacturer or 
registered as such with the State, it is prima facie a recreation vehicle. For floodplain regulation 
purposes, such vehicles shall be fully licensed and ready for highway use on wheels or jacking 
system and attached to the land only by quick disconnect type utilities and security devices and 
have no permanently attached additions. 
VARIANCE. A grant of relief from the requirements of this section which permits construction 
in a manner otherwise prohibited by this section where specific enforcement would result in 
unnecessary hardship. 
VIOLATION. A development that is not fully compliant with this appendix or Section 1612, as 
applicable. 

SECTION G301: Not Adopted 
SUBDIVISIONS 

SECTION G401 
SITE IMPROVEMENT 
G401.1 through G401.2: Not Adopted. 
G401.3 Sewer facilities. All new or replaced sanitary sewer facilities, private sewage treatment 
plants (including all pumping stations and collector systems) and on-site waste disposal systems 
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shall be designed in accordance with Chapter 8, ASCE 24, to minimize or eliminate infiltration 
of floodwaters into the facilities and discharge from the facilities into floodwaters, or impairment 
of the facilities and systems. 

G401.4 Water facilities. All new replacement water facilities shall be designed in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter 8, ASCE 24, to minimize or eliminate infiltration of floodwaters 
into the systems. 
G401.5 Storm drainage. Storm drainage shall be designed to convey the flow of surface waters 
to minimize or eliminate damage to persons or property. 

SECTION G501 
MANUFACTURED HOMES 
G501.1 Elevation. All new and replacement manufactured homes to be placed or substantially 
improved in a flood hazard area shall be elevated such that the lowest floor of the manufactured 
home is elevated to or above the design flood elevation. 
G501.2 Foundations. All new and replacement manufactured homes, including substantial 
improvement of existing manufactured homes, shall be placed on a permanent, reinforced 
foundation that is designed in accordance with Section 1612 of the OSSC. 
G501.3 Anchoring. All new and replacement manufactured homes to be placed or substantially 
improved in a flood hazard area shall be installed using methods and practices which minimize 
flood damage. Manufactured homes shall be securely anchored to an adequately anchored 
foundation system to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement. Methods of anchoring are 
authorized to include, but are not limited to, use of over-the-top or frame ties to ground anchors. 
This requirement is in addition to applicable state and local anchoring requirements for resisting 
wind forces. 

SECTION (2601 
RECREATIONAL VEHICLES 
G601.1 Placement prohibited. The placement of recreational vehicles shall not be authorized in 
flood hazard areas subject to high velocity wave action and in floodways. 
G601.2 Temporary placement. Recreational vehicles in flood hazard areas shall be fully 
licensed and ready for highway use, and shall be placed on a site for less than 180 consecutive 
days. 
G601.3 Permanent placement. Recreational vehicles that are not fully licensed and ready for 
highway use, or that are to be placed on a site for more than 180 consecutive days, shall meet the 
requirements of Section G501 for manufactured homes. 

SECTION G701 
TANKS 
G701.1 Underground Tanks. Underground tanks in flood hazard areas shall be anchored to 
prevent flotation, collapse or lateral movement resulting from hydraulic loads, including the 
effects of buoyancy, during conditions of the design flood. 

Above-ground tanks. Above-ground tanks in flood hazard areas shall be elevated to or 
above the design flood elevation or shall be anchored or otherwise designed and constructed to 
prevent flotation, collapse or lateral movement resulting from hydrodynamic or hydrostatic 
loads, including the effects of buoyancy, during conditions of the design flood. 

Tank inlets and vents. In flood hazard areas, tank inlets, fill openings, outlets and vents 
shall be: 
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I .  At or above the design flood elevation or fitted with covers designed to prevent the 
inflow of floodwater or outflow of the contents of the tanks during conditions of the design 
flood. 

2. Anchored to prevent lateral movement resulting from hydrodynamic or hydrostatic 
loads, including the effects ofbuoyancy, during conditions of the design flood. 

SECTION G701 
REFERENCED STANDARDS 

ASCE 24-98 Flood Resistance Design G103.1, and Construction 401.3, G401.4 
HUD 24 CFR Manufactured Homes G201 
Part 3280 -94 Construction and Safety Standards, 1994 
IBC-2003 International Building Code G102.2 
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